
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
et a l . , 

P l a i n t i f f s 

v. 

SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE 
OF NEW ENGLAND, INC., 

Defendant 

CERTIFICATION OF JAMES R. HULM 

JAMES R. HULM, of f u l l age, c e r t i f i e s as follows: 

1. I am the Vice President of defendant Solvents 

Recovery Service of New England, Inc. ("SRSNE") and a licensed 

professional engineer i n the State of New Jersey. I make t h i s 

c e r t i f i c a t i o n i n response to the Declaration of Matthew 

Hoagland ("Hoagland Dec") submitted by the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") i n support of i t s 

motion to enforce the provisions of the Consent Decree entered 

i n t h i s action on February 23, 1983, and for other r e l i e f . 

2. The Consent Decree, as set f o r t h i n the Hoagland 

Declaration, contemplates three general types of a c t i v i t y to be 

undertaken by SRSNE. The f i r s t i s the F a c i l i t y Improvements 

and Po l l u t i o n Prevention Measures contemplated by Paragraph 7 

of the Consent Decree (Hoagland Dec, If 11) . The second i s the 
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Program for Abatement and Containment of Groundwater Pol l u t i o n 

at and i n the Immediate V i c i n i t y of SRSNE contemplated by 

Paragraphs 8-11 of the Consent Decree ("On-site System", 

Hoagland Dec, 1[12) . The t h i r d i s the Program for I s o l a t i o n 

and Containment of Groundwater P o l l u t i o n Beyond the Influence 

of the Groundwater Recovery System contemplated by Paragraphs 

12-13 of the Consent Decree ("Off-Site System", Hoagland Dec, 

1fl6). 

3. Over the past seven years I and other o f f i c e r s of 

SRSNE, as well as consultants retained by SRSNE to achieve 

compliance with the Consent Decree, have provided EPA with 

plans, designs, as-built data, te s t results and other i n f o r 

mation r e l a t i n g to our implementation of the three programs. 

The EPA personnel with whom we have communicated are many. Our 

o r i g i n a l contacts were John R. Moebes, Chief of the Waste 

Response and Compliance Branch (Region 1), and his s t a f f mem

bers Joseph DeCola and Barbara McAllister. Joel Blumstein of 

the EPA's Office of Regional Counsel was also an early con

t a c t . As of January 1985, David Webster became the Project 

Manager, and as of December 1985, Heather M. Ford succeeded to 

Mr. Moebes' r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s . In October of 1986, Joel R. 

Balmat became the Remedial Project Manager; i n the following 

year he was succeeded by David Lang. During t h i s period John 

Podgurski, a chemical engineer, was frequently on the s i t e as 

an EPA representative. In 1988, Ms. Ford's duties were taken 

over by Margaret J. Leshen, Chief of the Connecticut Superfund 

-2-



0015444 

Section, and M e r r i l l S. Hohman, Director of the Waste 

Management Division. Matthew Hoagland, on whose declaration 

the EPA r e l i e s , did not become involved with the SRSNE s i t e 

u n t i l January of 1989 (Hoagland Dec, 1[4). This c e r t i f i c a t i o n 

and i t s exhibits set f o r t h the p r i o r background of communi

cations between SRSNE and the EPA concerning the on-site system 

which i s necessary to evaluate and respond to the Hoagland 

Declaration. 

4. Attached hereto i n chronological order are copies 

of documents i n the f i l e s of SRSNE dating back to the early 

submissions under the Consent Decree i n 1983 and relevant to 

issues raised i n the EPA's motion. These documents are i d e n t i 

f i e d as follows: 

Exhibit 1. Letter dated August 29, 1983, from SRSNE's 

counsel to John R. Moebes of EPA. 

Exhibit 2. Letter dated September 23, 1983, from John 

R. Moebes of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE. 

Exhibit 3. Letter dated October 6, 1983, from John R. 

Moebes of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE. 

Exhibit 4. Letter dated October 17, 1983, from James 

R. Hulm of SRSNE to John R. Moebes of EPA. 

Exhibit 5. Letter dated October 27, 1983, from James 

R. Hulm of SRSNE to John Moebes of EPA. 

Exhibit 6. Letter dated November 28, 1983, from John 

R. Moebes of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE. 
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Exhibit 7. Letter dated December 16, 1983, from John 

R. Moebes of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE. 

Exhibit 8. Letter dated January 13, 1984, from James 

R. Hulm of SRSNE to John R. Moebes of EPA. 

Exhibit 9. Letter dated December 19, 1984, from 

Stephen R. Kellogg of YWC to James R. Hulm of SRS. 

Exhibit 10. Press release dated May 21, 1985. 

Exhibit 11. Press release dated December 20, 1985. 

Exhibit 12. Letter dated March 3, 1986, from James R. 

Hulm of SRSNE to Joel Blumstein, Esq., of EPA. 

Exhibit 13. Letter dated May 12, 1986, from James R. 

Hulm of SRSNE to.David Webster of EPA. 

Exhibit 14. Letter dated August 7, 1986, from Heather 

M. Ford of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE. 

Exhibit 15. Letter dated September 22, 1986, from 

Heather M. Ford of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE. 

Exhibit 16. Letter dated November 25, 1985, from 

James R. Hulm of SRSNE to Joel Balmat of EPA, wit h enclosures. 

Exhibit 17. Letter dated July 17, 1987, from Robert 

E. Kaliszewski of Connecticut DEP to James R. Hulm of SRS, 

enclosing d r a f t NPDES permit and EPA's comments. 

Exhibit 18. Letter dated October 17, 1988, from Keith 

E. Warner of YWC to Margaret Leshen of EPA. 

Exhibit 19. Letter dated November 7, 1989, from 

Margaret Leshen of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE. 
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Exhibit 20. Letter dated November 22, 1989, from 

Carleton H. Boll of SRSNE to Margaret Leshen of EPA. 

5. I have reviewed Paragraph 3G of the Hoagland 

Declaration and the accompanying footnote which states that Mr. 

Hoagland received the documents from which he made his well 

depth calculations i n the Information Request Response sub

mitted by SRSNE i n January of 1990. I t i s true that these 

documents were included i n the Information Request Response, 

but they had previously been sent to Joel Balmat of EPA on 

November 25, 1986 (see Exhibit 16). Among the few documents 

included i n the Information Request Response that had not 

already been furnished to EPA was the contemporaneous well log 

prepared by SRSNE's consultants, York Wastewater Consultants, 

Inc., a copy of which i s annexed hereto as Exhibit 21. 

6. I have also reviewed Paragraphs 87 and 88 of the 

Hoagland Declaration and the accompanying e x h i b i t s , which state 

that SRSNE f a i l e d to adhere to the schedule established by the 

Consent Decree for f a i l i n g to submit hydraulic v e r i f i c a t i o n 

reports. I t i s unquestionably true that some of SRSNE's 

reports were not submitted on time, and some were not submitted 

at a l l . I have no explanation for t h i s lapse except to state 

that i t was c e r t a i n l y not i n t e n t i o n a l , since SRSNE has consis

t e n t l y s t r i v e n to do everything i n i t s power to comply with the 

Consent Decree. I can only state that the omission was inad

vertent and caused by an administrative oversight. 
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7. Attached to t h i s C e r t i f i c a t i o n as Exhibit 22 is an 

accurate estimate of the costs that SRSNE has incurred through 

August, 1990, i n complying with the Consent Decree. 

8. I c e r t i f y that the foregoing statements are true. 

I am aware that i f any of them are fa l s e , I am subject to 

punishment. 

Dated: 
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MLAN V. L O W E N S T E I N 
RICHARD M. SANDLER 

UHUflRY O. B R O C H I N 
BENEDICT M. K O H L 
APNOLO F I S H J E R 
lOSEPM LEVOW S T E I N B E R G 
1ATTMEW P. B O Y L A N 

rt. CURTIS MEANOR 
BRUCE D. S H O U L S O N 
J O H N R. M A C K A Y 2 « O 
MARTIN R. C O O O M A N 
J O H N D. SCMUPPER 
STEPHEN N DERMER 
MICHAEL L. R O 0 3 U R G 
ALLEN B. LEV ITHAN 
R, BARRY STIG ER 
GREGORY B. REILLY 
ROGER A. LOWENSTEIN 
DAVID W. MILLS 
PETER H. EH REN B ERG 
THEODORE V. W E L L S , J R . 
GERALD KROVATIN 
RlCHARO D. W I L K I N S O N 
ALAN W O v S A N l K E R 

OAVIO L INETT 
OF C O U N S E L 

LOWENSTEIN, SANDLER, BROCHIN, KOHL, 
FISHER, 6OYLAN & MEANOR 

A P R O F E S S I O N A L C O R P O R A T I O N 

C O U N S E L L O R S A T L A W 

6 5 LIVINGSTON AVENUE 

ROSELAND. NEW JERSEY 0 7 0 6 8 
T E L E P H O N E 2 0 I 9 9 2 8 7 0 0 

981 ROUTE 22 

POST OFFICE BOX 4 8 9 

SOMERVILLE. NEW JERSEY OS876 

T E L E P H O N E 2 0 1 7 2 9 - 9 * 0 0 

PLEASE REPLY TO ROSELAND 

LEE MILLES WERTHEIM 
KENNETH J . SLUTSKY 
DUSTAN T. SMITH 
OAVIO L. HARRIS 
ZULIMA V. FARBER 
INA B. LEWISOHN 
WILLIAM P. MUNOAY 
MARION PERCELL 
LINOA POPE TORRES 
DEREK L. A. H A C K E T T * 
COLLEEN P. K E L L Y * 
OANIEL J . 8 A R K I N 
LANCE O. CASSAK 
MAUREEN H I N C H L I F F E BONNEY 
GEORGE J . MA2IN 
ERIC T U N I S 
SUSAN A. FEENEY 
CHARLES O. H E L L M A N 
J A M E S STEWART 
EDWARD A. HOGAN 
KEITH H ANSBACHER 
G R E G O R - 1 CAMPISI 
J O S E P H * . r O G E L S O N 
STEPHEN J . HART 
ROBERT M. KERN 
LAURA R. KUNTZ 
WARO C. LARACY 
BRIAN M. STOLAR 
PHIL IP L. GUAR!NO 

REFER T O F ILE NO. 
*W.Y. BAP ONLY 

August 29, 1983 

John R. Moebes 
Chief, Waste Management Division 
Waste Response Compliance Branch 
United States Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Region One - J . F. Kennedy Building 
Boston, Massachusetts 02203 

Re: United States of America v. 
Solvents Recovery Service of 
New England, Inc.: Consent Decree 

Dear Mr. Moebes: 

This w i l l confirm the substance of our proposal made 
to you orally on August 23, 1983, together with certain additional 
information which you requested at that time. 

Based upon the engineering report dated July 23, 1983 
and submitted to you by letter of August 18, 1983, and the supple
mentary letter report dated August 10, 1983, SRSNE requests that 
i t and USEPA seek a modification of the consent decree to allow 
implementation of an alternative abatement system in lieu of that 
recommended by York Wastewater in i t s July 23, 1983 report. 

As set forth in somewhat greater detail in my letter of 
August 18, 1983, the system proposed by York to comply with the 
performance standard of paragraph 12 of the consent decree at the 
location required by the consent decree, i s an active pumping sys
tem requiring the removal of large quantities of water for treat
ment and discharge. An active system was not contemplated by SRSNE 
at the time i t negotiated the decree because preliminary engineer-

D n1 SEP 2 1983 
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John R. Moebes 
Page Two 

August 29, 1983 

ing from SRSNE's consultants at the time indicated a passive sys
tem could be made to meet the requirements of paragraph 12 i n 
that l o c a t i o n , i . e . on the City of Southington property. York's 
task was to consider only the requirements of paragraph 12 at the 
location specified. However, when SRS was informed by York that 
only an active system would meet the required standard, i t asked 
York to consider the a l t e r n a t i v e of such an active system i n an 
area of higher concentration of p o l l u t a n t s , namely the area around 
wells TW7 and TW7B on the Cianci property. 

York has performed a preliminary comparison of a system 
based on two large volume wel l s , a t i l l w e ll and outwash w e l l , 
pumping i n the v i c i n i t y of TW7 and TW7B. Based upon sampling data 
from USEPA and that obtained by York i n August, 1983, York reported 
r e l a t i v e contaminant capture between the two systems. These pre
liminary calculations demonstrate that whereas the consent decree 
location would y i e l d contaminant capture of s l i g h t l y over two pounds 
per day pumping approximately 100,000 gallons per day, the a l t e r 
native system would y i e l d over 250 pounds per day ( i n i t i a l l y ) while 
pumping 72,000 gallons per day. 

There are several benefits to the a l t e r n a t i v e system i n 
l i e u of the consent decree system. The consent decree is based on 
the theory of a pol l u t a n t migration b a r r i e r , rather than active 
removal of the contaminants in the groundwater on the Cianci prop
e r t y . As such, the water i n the location specified i s of generally 
good q u a l i t y , indeed near the " c u t o f f standards of the consent 
decree. This was not of material consequence i f the system i s pas
sive, as no one seriously contemplated ph y s i c a l l y removing or d i s 
mantling the system j u s t because cutoff conditions were met. How
ever, i n an active system requiring large power and treatment capa
c i t y , i t i s to SRS's advantage to shut o f f the system when cut o f f 
conditions are met. Because the main body of contaminants are not 
being removed by the system, however, the system would have to be 
turned on and turned o f f over the years i f shut o f f conditions were 
met and then exceeded by migration of contaminants from the north. 
The a l t e r n a t i v e system i n the area of greatest concentration, 
achieves a pol l u t a n t removal estimated at over 100 times the rate 
of the consent decree l o c a t i o n . This provides an obvious environ
mental benefit and should secure a "clean-up" i n shorter time than 
that presently required. 

Provided prompt access to the Cianci property could be 
obtained, York i s prepared to undertake additional s o i l borings 
i n the v i c i n i t y of wells TW7 and TW7B to determine subsurface 
s t a r t a , to perform a pump test i n the t i l l / b e d r o c k zone and g l a c i a l 
outwash area to determine aquifer parameters necessary f o r sizing 
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John R. Moebes August 29, 1983 
Page Three 

of the recovery we l l s , and to perform a d d i t i o n a l ground water sam
plings as part of an ongoing program to monitor ground water qual
i t y i n the area of concern. By October 31, 1983 SRSNE can submit 
an'engineering report of the recommended a l t e r n a t i v e for a ground
water recovery and treatment system on the Cianci property s i m i l a r 
i n scope to the July 23, 1983 report as required by paragraph 12 
of the consent decree. 

I t i s not possible at t h i s time to determine an exact 
schedule f o r the i n s t a l l a t i o n and completion of the system once 
approved, but inasmuch as the loc a t i o n and i n s t a l l a t i o n of recovery 
wells i s less complicated than the construction anticipated by the 
July 23, 1983 report, one can predict with some confidence that 
whatever the time that would have been required under the consent 
decree system would be shortened. 

I t i s our understanding that i f the foregoing proposal 
meets with your approval (you indicated p r e l i m i n a r i l y that i t does 
at our meeting of August 23, 1983) we would j o i n t l y p e t i t i o n to 
modify the consent decree to r e f l e c t the a l t e r n a t i v e system as 
proposed, and to make appropriate changes i n the language of the 
consent decree so as to preserve the substance of i t , accommodat
ing ourselves to the performance c r i t e r i a of the newly-proposed 
system. 

Because the July 23, 1983 report was not submitted to 
you u n t i l August 18, 1983, and i s therefore " l a t e " under the sched
ule set f o r t h i n the consent decree, you have also requested our 
p o s i t i o n with respect to approximately $9,000 of st i p u l a t e d penal
t i e s pursuant to the consent decree. As we advised you by l e t t e r , 
the report could have been available i n a timely fashion, but be
cause management f e l t that i t was not an environmentally sound 
proposal at that point i t requested a d d i t i o n a l time. Under these 
circumstances, we think the imposition of these penalties i s not 
productive. The company i s not r e j e c t i n g out of hand the payment 
of $9,000, and would l i k e to have the issue reconsidered. The com
pany i s prepared to pay the $2,500 penalty assessed with respect 
to the delays i n completing i t s Part B App l i c a t i o n . We would re
quest that the $9,000 penalty be held i n abeyance at t h i s time un
t i l such time as the j o i n t p e t i t i o n i s submitted to the Court. I f 
i t cannot be worked out at a l a t e r time, the company i s amenable 
to having the Court consider whether penalties are warranted. 

I should hasten to add, so there i s no question with 
respect to the running of additional penalties, that on August 23, 
1983 we advised you that the company was prepared to implement the 
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John R. Moebes 
Page Four 

August 29, 1983 

York report of July 23, 1983, and that you should consider the re
port as having been submitted to you without reservation as of 
August 23, 1983. 

Very t r u l y yburs, 

Michael L. Rodbur 

MLRrenf 

cc: Mr. Joel Blumstein 
Suzanne Langile, Esq. 
Mr. Carlton H. B o l l 
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° S j ^ Z ? UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY y ^ j ^ 

P S O ^ REGION I 

J. F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 022Q3 

September 23, 1983 

Mr. James Hulm 
Vice President 
Solvents Recovery Service of 
New England 

Lazy Lane 
Southington, Connecticut 06489 

Re: U.S. vs. Solvents Recovery Service of New England (SRSNE) 
Consent Decree - Paragraph 8, U.S. EPA Comments 

Dear Mr. Hulm: 

This l e t t e r i s sent pursuant to paragraph 14 of the above referenced 
Consent Decree in response to the engineering report e n t i t l e d 
"Multipoint Shallow Well Groundwater Recovery System" dated June 
23, 1983 submitted by SRSNE under paragraph 8 of the Decree e n t i t l e d 
"Program for Abatement and Containment of Groundwater P o l l u t i o n at 
and in the Immediate V i c i n i t y of SRSNE. 

The information submitted by SRSNE was timely, but does not 
comprehensively address a l l of the requirements of paragraph 8 
of the Decree,and therefore,we f i n d the report unacceptable in i t s 
present form. In order to correct the deficiencies, SRSNE should 
submit a revised report within 30 days of rece i p t of t h i s l e t t e r 
which addresses the comments set out below: 

1) A major shortcoming of the report i s the ommission of information 
concerning the projected zone of influence of the groundwater 
recovery system. This issue was discussed at length during the 
settlement negotiations. While EPA recognizes the complexity of 
determining the precise shape of the drawdown due to the non-homo
geneous stratigraphy at the s i t e , we believe that a "target" cone 
of influence must be i d e n t i f i e d and established based upon projected 
well construction and varied pumping rates. Associated with t h i s , 
there must be an engineering analysis to dpr-prmine the optimum 
siz i n g , locatio~n and spacing or the ifTdividudl ŵ TT" points. 

2) EPA and i t s contractors have consistently f e l t that each well 
must be designed to be i n d i v i d u a l l y sampled by manual techniques 
before mixing in the header. The objective of th i s sampling i s to 
provide data which can be used to adjust pumping rates of the 
indi v i d u a l wells of the groundwater recovery system i n order to 
address the areas of heaviest contamination. 

SEP 2 01983 j j 
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3) There i s no redundancy in pump capacity. The concept of using 
two separate header systems for the groundwater recovery system i s 
sound; however, each pump i s designed to handle only half of the 
projected system load. In order to insure continuous drawdown in 
the event of pump f a i l u r e , there should be either a t h i r d standby 
pump or each of the two proposed pumps should have the capacity 
and valving to handle at least 80% of the f u l l load. 

4) Some e f f o r t should be made to check the adequacy of PVC as a 
material of construction for wells where solvent concentrations i n 
groundwater are in the "percent" range. This system must be designed 
to l a s t at least f i v e years and should consider stainless steel 
w e l l screens and threaded j o i n t s in t h i s regard. 

5) There i s some inconsistency i n the suction pump s p e c i f i c a t i o n . 
Page 10 of the engineering report shows a design discharge pressure 
of 50 psi and page 12 of Appendix B shows 30 p s i . 

6) A l i s t of exis t i n g monitoring wells which w i l l be part of the 
hydraulic v e r i f i c a t i o n system should be given and the number, 
location, size, depth, and design of any new wells which w i l l be 
part of the v e r i f i c a t i o n system should be more c l e a r l y i d e n t i f i e d . 

7) The equipment and methods which w i l l be used to measure water 
table elevations at each monitoring point should be discussed. 

8) The approach which w i l l be used for reporting hydraulic performance 
(e.g., tables, drawing depicting cone of influence) as required 
under paragraph 8E of the Decree should be detailed. 

9) Paragraph 8D of the Consent Decree requires that the groundwater 
system be operated continuously. In order to v e r i f y t h i s and to 
monitor the system flow, a tamper-proof flow t o t a l i z e r should be 
i n s t a l l e d in the water l i n e between trie header system connecting 
the well points and a l l downstream receivers. Flow volume should 
be p e r i o d i c a l l y reported and the t o t a l annual volume of groundwater 
recovered should not be allowed to drop below 95% of design. 

To oT~^^ 
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10) The proposed sampling protocols should be i d e n t i f i e d in accordance 
with the Consent Decree and an appropriate Quality Assurance/Quality 
Control program i d e n t i f i e d . 

Should you have any questions concerning the above comments, please 
contact Joe DeCola at (617)223-5766, or Barbara McAllister at 
(617)223-5775, the technical s t a f f presently assigned to t h i s 
case. 

Sincerely, 

John R. Moebes, Chief 
Waste Response & Compliance Branch 

cc: Suzanne L a g i l l e , Esq. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
.REGION I 

J. F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203 

1933 

Mr. James Hulm 
Vice President 
Solvents Recovery Service 
of New England 
1200 Sylvan Street 
Linden, NJ 07036 

Re: U.S. v. Solvents Recovery Service of New England: 
Ce-sent Decree - Paragraphs 12 and 13 

Dear Mr. Hulm: 

This i s in response to Mr. Michael Rodburg's l e t t e r to me, dated 
August 29, 1983. 

The EPA Region I agrees that the parties should seek to modify 
paragraphs 12 and 13 of the Consent Decree to allow implementation 
of an a l t e r n a t i v e active abatement system in l i e u of that recommended 
by York Wastewater in t h e i r report "Engineering Report for Off-Site 
Groundwater Interceptor System Hydraulic Performance V e r i f i c a t i o n 
System and Final Connecticut DEP Permit Application," dated July 
23, 1983. EPA is now in the process of d r a f t i n g language to modify 
paragraphs 12 and 13, and w i l l send t h i s to you by mid-October. 
After your review of the language, EPA would l i k e to meet with you 
and the intervenors to discuss the performance c r i t e r i a of the 
newly proposed system and the specific language f o r paragraphs 12 
and 13. However, you should be aware that our preliminary opinion 
is that a pumping rate of 50 gpm may be inadequate to meet EPA's 
remedial action response objectives. A d d i t i o n a l l y , we are concerned 
about the f e a s i b i l i t y of access to the Cianci property. Much of 
the work you propose to do depends on prompt access to the Cianci 
property which, we understand, is for sale. Access to that property 
must be assured i f SRSNE's suggested o f f - s i t e remedy is to be 
feasible. 

Because EPA Region I and SRSNE have t e n t a t i v e l y agreed to modify 
the Consent Decree, EPA proposes to postpone our review of the 
July 23rd report pending agreement on an appropriate a l t e r n a t i v e 
o f f - s i t e system. Pursuant to paragraph 14(c) of the Consent Decree, 
EPA would o r d i n a r i l y have to provide any comments on the YWC report 
by October 23, 1983. We believe i t i s appropriate that our technical 
review of the submittal be held in abeyance since t h i s report does 
not necessarily represent SRSNE's f i n a l design. 

USE/ 
October 6, 

v, ....; •• ;>» r;\ : • •1 • • 1 ; • 
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F i n a l l y , i n the l e t t e r of August 29th, the issue of s t i p u l a t e d p e n a l t i e s 
was also discussed. EPA's p o s i t i o n i s t h a t SRSNE i s re q u i r e d t o pay 
$9,000 i n s t i p u l a t e d p e n a l t i e s f o r f a i l u r e t o submit the engineering 
r e p o r t f o r the o f f - s i t e system by J u l y 23, 1983. I n a d d i t i o n , SRSNE 
i s r e q uired t o pay $38,500 i n s t i p u l a t e d p e n a l t i e s f o r f a i l u r e t o submit 
m a t i m e l y manner the engineering r e p o r t f o r o n - s i t e f a c i l i t y 
improvements pursuant t o paragraph 7 of the Decree. That r e p o r t , 
due J u l y 15, 1983, was submitted to EPA on September 20, 1983. I f 
an acceptable agreement on s t i p u l a t e d p e n a l t i e s cannot be reached 
p r i o r to presenting Consent Decree m o d i f i c a t i o n s t o the Court, EPA 
intends to seek such amounts through the Court. 

Should you have any questions about t h i s l e t t e r , please n o t i f y 
Barbara M c A l l i s t e r , the t e c h n i c a l contact p r e s e n t l y assigned t o 
t h i s c a s e a t (617)223-5775. We w i l l contact you t o arrange a 
rr-et i n g date t o discuss m o d i f i c a t i o n s t o the Consent Decree. 

John R. Moebes, Chief 
Waste Response & Compliance Branch 

cc: GMr. Joel Blumstein, Esq. C?) 
(fpMs. Sheila Jones, Esq. ^ , " , r C\ 
,vMr. David K e l l y , Esq.- j f e - ^ ^*r~±- e> ^ 
fcMs. Suzanne Langille, Esq.^_ /s f - y ^ 
^Mr. Michael Rodburg , Esq. —\~c^ \Js^ 
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October 17, .1983 

Mr. John R. Moebes, Chief 
Waste Management Di v i s i o n 
Waste Response Compliance Branch 
USEPA - Region I 
J. F. Kennedy Building 
Boston, Massachusetts 02203 

Re: U.S.A. v. Solvents Recovery Service 
of New England, Inc. Consent Decree 
Paragraphs 12 and 13 

Dear Mr. Moebes: 

This l e t t e r i s i n response to your l e t t e r of October 6, 1983. 
I t i s f a i r to say that our experience thus far with USEPA -
Region I in the implementation of the consent decree and i n 
the processing our Part B a p p l i c a t i o n has not been a good 
one. Solvents Recovery Service of New England, Inc. i s a small 
company with a small f a c i l i t y . We have operated at a loss for 
nearly two years. We have had to contend with the engineering 
of the shallow we l l system, the major plant reconstruction, the 
inter c e p t system, the Part B p e r m i t t i n g , the Connecticut DEP de
mands which are i n many respects inconsistent with the USEPA de
mands, and very s u b s t a n t i a l other claims and-demands upon the 
company's quite l i m i t e d resources. 

The often r i g i d and hyper technical demands made by your agency 
upon us over the l a s t months have strained our resources to t h e i r 
l i m i t s . We thought that- i n r e t a i n i n g highly q u a l i f i e d consultants 
and i n dedicating ourselves to the task at hand, we could work 
with you in a cooperative s p i r i t and accomplish our mutual goals. 
Your insistence on extreme penalties, despite our good f a i t h ef
f o r t s , the threats to r e l i e v e us of i n t e r i m status, and, i n your 
most recent correspondence, your apparent unwillingness or i n 
a b i l i t y to even now temper your demands for penalties leads us to 
conclude that no useful purpose would be served i n attempting to 
modify the consent decree. 

The proposed modifications to the consent decree would only mar
g i n a l l y benefit SRS New England, while being of substanti a l ben-
f i t to the environment. However, i t i s clear from your l e t t e r 
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of October 6, 1983 t h a t i t w i l l r e q u i r e enormous time and energy 
to n e g o t i a t e m o d i f i c a t i o n s t o the consent, decree, t o seek and 
o b t a i n access t o the C i a n c i p r o p e r t y , and t o perform the a d d i t i o n - ' 
a l t e s t i n g and engineering work which w i l l f u r t h e r s t r a i n the r e 
sources of the company and d i v e r t i t s a t t e n t i o n from the Part B 
p e r m i t t i n g process, the p l a n t r e c o n s t r u c t i o n , and a l l other as
pects of compliance w i t h the order. We b e l i e v e i t i s v i t a l t h a t 
we devote a l l of our e f f o r t s t o these tasks so as t o s a t i s f y a l l 
your requirements. A c c o r d i n g l y , SRS New England does not seek 
to modify paragraphs 12 and 13 of the consent decree t o allow 
implementation pf any a l t e r n a t i v e abatement system. You should 
begin your review of the J u l y 23 r e p o r t as submitted. 

With respect t o p e n a l t i e s , we hereby o f f e r you the sum of 
$10,000 s t i p u l a t e d p e n a l t i e s i n f u l l s a t i s f a c t i o n o f - a l l p e n a l t i e s 
f o r v i o l a t i o n s of the._cpnsen_t__order t o date. We t h i n k 'any addi
t i o n a l assessment would be c o u n t e r - p r o d u c t i v e and p u n i t i v e , and, 
a c c o r d i n g l y , i f you are not s a t i s f i e d w i t h t h a t sum, we suggest 
you invoke the procedures a v a i l a b l e t o you through the c o u r t s . 

Very t r u l y yours, 

James R. Hulm 
Vice President 
j r h : k 

cc: J o e l Blumstein, Esq. 
S h e i l a Jones, Esq. 
David K e l l y , Esq. 
Suzanne L a n g i l l e , Esq. 
Michael Rodburg, Esq. 

be: C.H.Boll 
R. H a l l 
S. Kellogg 
J. McGlennon 



0015459 
S O L V E N T S R E C O V E R Y S E R V I C E 

O F N E W E N G L A N D , I N C . 

P. O . B O X 3 6 2 

S O U T H I N G T O N . C O N N . O 6 4 8 0 

P H O N E : ( 2 0 3 ) 6 2 8 - 8 0 8 4 

October 27, 1983 

Mr. John Moebes, Chief 
Waste Response & Compliance Branch 
United States Environmental 
Protection Agency 
Region I 
J.F.K. Federal Building 
Boston, Ma. 02203 

re: U.S. vs Solvents Recovery Service of New England 
(SRSNE) Consent Decree - Paragraph 8, 
U.S. EPA Comments Dated September 23, 1983 

Dear Mr. Moebes: 

In response to your letter dated September 23, 1983 containing 
comments for the "Multi-Point Shallow Well Groundwater Recovery 
System", Solvents Recovery Service of New England respectfully 
offers the following. 

We are enclosing three (3) copies of our revised Engineering 
Report for the Shallow Well Groundwater Recovery System dated 
October 20, 1983. Also included are three (3) copies of the 
revised Appendix B containing the Final Design Plans and Speci
fications . 

SRSNE appreciates your acknowledgement that the report was 
submitted in a timely fashion, and we have made modifications 
to the Engineering Report and associated drawings to re f l e c t 
the comments forwarded by EPA Region I . 

Implementation of the changes as proposed by EPA in the Septem
ber 23, 1983. le t t e r has resulted in an increased capital cost 
for i n s t a l l a t i o n of the system. Many of the changes, while 
not s p e c i f i c a l l y mandated by the EPA/SRSNE Consent Decree, have 
been made to f a c i l i t a t e ease of monitoring the system as re
quested by EPA. The design as presented for the shallow well 
system provides a l l of the hardware to meet the objectives 
stated in the Consent Decree and the Engineering Report. A l l 
pumps, piping, and well points have been sized to provide i n 
creased pumping rates in the f i e l d should aquifer parameters 
dictate that this i s necessary to meet the projected cone of 
influence. 
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SRSNE has, through revision of the Engineering Report and associ. 
ated Plans and Specifications, addressed the ten (10) specific 
comments referenced in the September 23, 1983 l e t t e r . To f a c i l 
itate documentation of incorporation, we are also presenting a 
point-by-point response to each of the ten* (10) comments pre
sented by the EPA. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Regarding the comment on projected cone of influence of 
the groundwater recovery system, we have provide a series 
of calculations in our Engineering Report to address pro
jected cone of influence and groundwater table drawdown. 
In addition, Engineering Drawing Nos. 2 and 3 in Appendix 
B to the Report were revised to re f l e c t the target cone of 
influence. A l l engineering analyses and drawing revisions 
w i l l adequately address point No. 1. Approximate ground
water contours have been projected based upon theoretical 
analysis of groundwater withdrawal, however, actual f i e l d 
contours may be modified somewhat due to horizontal varia
tion and lithology. 

With respect to sampling each individual well for the pur
pose of adjusting pumping rates, we offer that the present 
design of the shallow well points w i l l allow for manual 
sampling through the annular space between the individual 
well screen/casing and the suction drop pipe. Our engineer 
has modified the well point detail on Engineering Drawing 
No. 2 in Appendix B to provide better access for both 
manual sampling and level detection. The improved design 
allows for direct sampling and level measurement through a 
1 diameter drop pipe installed in the center of the 2-1/2" 
well screen/casing from which the suction w i l l be directly 
applied. This detail has been incorporated, although i t i s 
not required by the Consent Decree. 

Redundancy in pumping capacity has been addressed in the 
existing design. Each shallow well j e t pump i s specified 
to handle up to 790 gallons per hour at 25* of suction l i f t 
and 30 psi of discharge head, thereby proving up to a 1 gpm 
pumping rate for each well. This flow represents over three 
times the anticipated pumping rate required to maintain the 
target cone of influence (estimated to be 0.3 gpm per well) 
In order to achieve even greater f l e x i b i l i t y and standby 
capability in the system, our engineer has provided for inter
connecting the piping on the suction side of both pumps to 
allow either pump to operate in the event of a pump f a i l u r e , 
in the opinion of our engineers, this i s more than adequate 
standby capacity. ^ 
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4) With respect t o the u t i l i z a t i o n of PVC as the material of 
construction, we o f f e r that w e l l screens, r e l a t e d pipings, 
and f i t t i n g s w i l l u t i l i z e the f o l l o w i n g materials: 

o Well Screen - Stainless Steel 
o Well Casing and Drop Pipe - Schedule 40 Carbon 

Steel 
o Buried Suction Pipe - Schedule 40 Carbon Steel 
o B a l l Valves - Stainless Steel 

These changes have been r e f l e c t e d on the design drawings 
and i n the t e c h n i c a l s p e c i f i c a t i o n s . 

5) The Engineering Report has been modified to ind i c a t e con
sistency w i t h the Spe c i f i c a t i o n s . The flow rates as o r i g 
i n a l l y reported i n both the Engineering Report and the 
Specifications were correct, however, they were at d i f f e r e n t 
discharge pressures (30 psi and 50 p s i ) . 

6) With respect t o e x i s t i n g monitoring w e l l s which w i l l be part 
of the hydraulic v e r i f i c a t i o n system, our engineer has added 
a s i g n i f i c a n t amount of a d d i t i o n a l t e x t t o the Engineering 
Report s p e c i f i c a l l y addressing number, l o c a t i o n , size, depth, 
and design of new wells required by the Consent Decree. 

7) The equipment and methods which w i l l be used to measure water 
table e l e v a t i o n a t each monitoring p o i n t are addressed i n the 
S p e c i f i c a t i o n s . The Specifications c a l l f o r an "M-Scope Water 
Level I n d i c a t o r " t o be furnished by the contractor f o r the 
owner's use i n determining the actual l e v e l s i n each monitor
ing w e l l and w e l l p o i n t (page 11, paragraph 4.1-0d). 

8) The approach which w i l l be u t i l i z e d f o r r e p o r t i n g hydraulic 
performance, i n c l u d i n g tables and cone of influence, has been 
addressed i n d e t a i l i n the revised Engineering Report. 

9) With respect t o the suggestion f o r i n s t a l l a t i o n of flow monit
oring on the system, our engineer has provided f o r a turb i n e -
type conventional water meter f o r i n s t a l l a t i o n on the common 
discharge l i n e of the two w e l l pumps. The water meter w i l l 
be a Hershey Model MVR-50 standard length, and w i l l be of 
tamper-proof co n s t r u c t i o n . 

With respect t o the suggestion t h a t the t o t a l recovered an
nual volume of groundwater being greater than 95% of design, 
we o f f e r t h a t t h i s requirement w i l l be impossible t o comply 
w i t h . i t i s recognized that the system i s operated continu-



S O L V E N T S R E C O V E R Y S E R V I C 

0015462 
Mr. John Moebes 
October 27, 1983 
Page 4 

ously, however, the throttling and control of specific well 
points w i l l be governed by the localized groundwater draw
down in a particular area. The actual design flow for the 
system i s of limited relevance. SRSNE w i l l strive to main
tain the projected cone of influence, and w i l l coordinate 
with the EPA in operating the system*to meet that object
ive. I t i s offered that total annual volume of groundwater • 
recovered could vary significantly, depending upon precipi
tation received in any particular year, and therefore can
not by definition be regulated as a requirement for the 
system. 

10) Regarding proposed sampling protocols identified in accor
dance with the Consent Decree, our engineer has generated 
the necessary text to address this item in the revised 
Engineering Report. A significant amount of detail was pre
sented in the original Engineering Report, and this was ex
panded to address your request. 

The key additions to the Engineering Report, Plans and Specifica
tions has been the addition of a projected cone of influence for 
the groundwater recovery system and associated engineering and 
hydrogeological calculations to confirm optimum sizing, location, 
and spacing of individual well points. While SRSNE f e l t comfor
table with the original Engineering Report as presented, we have 
incorporated the changes requested by the Environmental Protection 
Agency with respect to materials of construction, monitoring, and 
presentation of additional data. 

Very truly yours, 

'James R. Hulm 
Vice President 

' jrh:k 
cc: C. Boll 

S. Kellogg, P.E. 
J . Loureiro, P.E. 
K. Warner, P.E. 
M. Rodburg, Esq. 
B. Armet, P.E. 
S. Langille with Attchms 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

- REGION I 

J. F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203 

November 28, 1983 

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. James Hulm 
Vice President 
Solvents Recovery Service 

of New England 
1200 Sylvan Street 
Linden, NJ 07036 

Re: U.S. v. Solvents Recovery Service of New England (SRSNE) 
Consent Decree: Paragraphs 12 and 13 

Dear Mr. Hulm: 

This letter i s sent pursuant to paragraph 14 of the above 
referenced Consent Decree. I t is in response to the "Engineering 
Report for Off-Site Groundwater Interceptor System, Hydraulic 
Performance Verification System, and Final Connecticut DEP 
Permit Application," dated July 23, 1983. 

EPA has concluded that the interceptor and hydraulic v e r i f i 
cation system design outlined in the report i s acceptable 
for purposes of achieving the performance standards established 
by paragraph 12 of the Consent Decree. However, there are 
several areas of the report that need c l a r i f i c a t i o n . These 
areas, outlined below, must be addressed in the final engin
eering report, which you are required to submit within ninety 
(90) days of receipt of this letter. 

EPA's f i r s t concern focuses on the aquifer parameters used 
for the system design. In the July 23rd report, York Waste
water Consultants, Inc. (YWC) noted on pages 26 and 27 that: 

" I t should be emphasized that the components of 
the groundwater recovery system and their indivi
dual operational rates are based upon aquifer 
characterization data developed by Wehran and 
Warzyn during previous site investigations. This 
data is for the most part reliable, however, an 
extensive water level monitoring program i s planned 
during the preliminary operation of the system. 
Site specific groundwater measurements collected 
during the start-up of the system w i l l be used 
to calibrate and refine the pumping rates. E s t i 
mated operating rates described in succeeding sec
tions of this report may be modified based upon 
actual system performance." 

i / / 
/ // 

Li! /•' A. 
DEC 1 W33 ill. 

E*Hi«IT 6 
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Further, on page 20 of the report, YWC noted that a wide 
range of i n - s i t u permeabilities was found i n the wells 
screened in the outwash with some estimates as high as 
10~1 cm/sec. YWC assumed an average permeability of 5 x 1 0 - 2 

for the design of the interceptor system. 

EPA acknowledges that i t i s a good idea to c a l i b r a t e and 
refine pumping rates during start-up of the system. However, 
EPA is concerned that the i n s t a l l e d system may not have the 
proper f l e x i b i l i t y to permit any needed f i e l d modifications 
i f i t is designed based on flow rates derived from an average 
permeability value. Therefore, SRSNE should take either one 
of the following two approaches i n order to ensure that the 
system meets the performance specifications of the Consent 
Decree: 

1) Perform aquifer t e s t i n g to determine hydraulic character
i s t i c s in the actual location of the proposed system p r i o r 
to i t s design and use t h i s data for purposes of design; or 

2) Design the system to handle the highest possible water 
flow rate. Good engineering practice dictates that the 
system be designed for the worst-case conditions i n the 
absence of a good data base. Such a system should ensure 
the proper number, size and location of wells/pumps, the 
proper sizing of a l l transfer piping, and adequate t r e a t 
ment system capacity. At a minimum, SRSNE should provide 
EPA with a projected range of pumping rates and i d e n t i f y 
system components which would be sensitive to pumping rate 
changes. 

Secondly, EPA is concerned that we are unable to reproduce 
your calculated influence of the recovery wells based on 
the assumptions and methods outlined in the July 23rd report. 
Therefore, we request that all of the documented assumptions 
and calculations be provided for EPA review in your final 
report. Specifically, the statement on page 29 that "... 
the outwash recovery well is projected to have a specific 
capacity of 24 gpm/ft. of drawdown, and should produce a 0.5 
ft. drawdown at the river under a pumping rate of 50 gpm" 
must be supported. EPA's position that the July 23rd report 
meets the intent of the Consent Decree assumes that SRSNE 
will be able to support this statement to our satisfaction. .* 
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F i n a l l y , EPA questions whether SRSNE considered mul t i p l e out-
wash wells along the interceptor system l i n e pumping at lower 
rates as an a l t e r n a t i v e to a single w e l l . This approach 
would maximize the influence of the system along the l i n e 
and would permit greater f l e x i b i l i t y f or f i e l d modifications 
should they be required as a res u l t of the 90 day tes t period. 

Should you have any questions concerning the above comments, 
please contact Barbara McAllister at (617)223-5775. 

S incerely. 

John R. Moebes, Chief 
Waste Response and Compliance Branch 

cc. Suzanne Langille, Esq. 
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J. F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203 

X: DFX i 'o liX 

CERTIFIED MAIL-
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

December 16, 1983 

Mr. James Hulm 
Vice President 
Solvents Recovery Service 
of New England 

1200 Sylvan S t r e e t 
Linden, NJ 07036 

Re: U.S. v. Solvents Recovery Service o f New England 
(SRSNE): Consent Decree — Paragraphs 8-11 

Dear Mr. Hulm: 

This l e t t e r i s sent pursuant to paragraph 14 o f the above 
re fe renced Consent Decree. I t i s i n response to the r ev i s ed 
engineer ing r e p o r t f o r the shal low w e l l groundwater recovery 
s y s t : n , dated October 20, 1983, and accompanying cover l e t t e r , 
datea October 27, 1983. 

The i n f o r m a t i o n submit ted by SRSNE was t i m e l y and addressed the 
m a j o r i t y o f EPA's concerns which were o u t l i n e d i n our l e t t e r to 
you dated September 23, 1983. The re fo r e , t h i s s u b m i t t a l 
meets the requirements o f the Consent Decree. Pursuant to 
paragraph 8 o f the Consent Decree, the EPA t h e r e f o r e expects 
SRSNE to commence o p e r a t i o n o f the shal low w e l l groundwater 
recovery system w i t h i n 12 months o f r e c e i p t o f t h i s l e t t e r . 

The EPA i s , however, concerned about the h y d r a u l i c v e r i f i c a t i o n 
system and the l o c a t i o n o f the upgradient m o n i t o r i n g w e l l s discussed 
i n your r e p o r t . These concerns and s p e c i f i - changes to remedy them 
are o u t l i n e d below. They were a lso discussed w i t h you and your 
consu l t an t s i n our meeting o f November 30, 1983, i n Sou th ing ton . 
EPA's p o s i t i o n t h a t the rev ised r e p o r t meets the i n t e n t o f 
the Consent Decree assumes t h a t SRSNE can demonstrate to EPA 
t h a t every e f f o r t has been made to address these concerns . 

The e f f e c t i v e n e s s o f the proposed groundwater recovery system 
r e l i e s e n t i r e l y on the p r o j e c t e d cone o f depress ion . To 
ensure t h a t an acceptable cone o f depression i s a c t u a l l y 
developed and m a i n t a i n e d , SRSNE needs to i n s t a l l an adequate 
number o f a c c u r a t e l y loca ted and p r o p e r l y cons t ruc ted water 
t ab l e p iezometers . These piezometers should be loca ted w i t h i n 
the c o n s e r v a t i v e l y es t imated i n f l u e n c e o f the system and 

EVcHii&rr *1 
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spaced to ensure i n f l u e n c e i n areas where o f f - s i t e contaminant 
plume m i g r a t i o n may occu r . The most u s e f u l piezometers are 
those screened over a wide i n t e r v a l which encompasses the maximum 
f l u c t u a t i o n s i n the water t a b l e . Of the 17 w e l l s s p e c i f i e d 
on page 18 o f the October 20th revised r e p o r t , TW-8A, TW-
1 1 , WE-5, SRS-2, DN-1, DN-2, and DN-3 meet t h i s c r i t e r i o n . 
The remaining w e l l s supplement t h i s data and he lp d e f i n e 
v e r t i c a l g r a d i e n t . 

SRSNE should take the f o l l o w i n g steps to improve the e x i s t i n g 
h y d r a u l i c v e r i f i c a t i o n system: 

0 Relocate w e l l s DN-1, DN-2, and DN-3 as shown on the at tached 
Figure 1 to provide f o r a broader area f o r both h y d r a u l i c 
performance v e r i f i c a t i o n and water q u a l i t y measurement. 

° I n s t a l l an a d d i t i o n a l water t ab le piezometer i n the nor theas t 
p o r t i o n o f the cone o f depress ion , as shown by w e l l HP-1 on 
Figure 1 . 

0 I n c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h EPA and i t s c o n s u l t a n t s , agree on the 
approximate l o c a t i o n s o f a l l new m o n i t o r i n g w e l l s i n the 
f i e l d and mark these l o c a t i o n s w i t h s u r v e y o r ' s s takes or 
o t h e r d e v i c e s . 

0 Develop a m o n i t o r i n g program to inc lude i n i t i a l s t a t i c water 
l e v e l measurements under non-pumping c o n d i t i o n s i n both 
o n - s i t e and o f f - s i t e w e l l s , i n c l u d i n g the w e l l p o i n t s 
themselves. A d d i t i o n a l l y , the proposed o f f - s i t e i n t e r c e p t o r 
system should no t operate du r ing these i n i t i a l measurements. 
Subsequent measurements under w e l l - p o i n t pumping c o n d i t i o n s 
w i l l bes t r e f l e c t the developing cone o f depress ion induced 
by the o n - s i t e recovery system. 

F i n a l l y , the EPA i s a l so concerned about the l o c a t i o n o f the 
upgrad ien t m o n i t o r i n g w e l l s . As proposed i n the r ev i sed 
r e p o r t , UP-1 i s much too f a r n o r t h and east to be upgrad ien t 
o f SRSNE and UP-2 i s too f a r n o r t h . To f u l f i l l the i n t e n t o f 
the Consent Decree, SRSNE should change the proposed l o c a t i o n s 
of the upgrad ien t m o n i t o r i n g w e l l s UP-1 and UP-2 to the 
approximate l o c a t i o n s shown on Figure 1 . At a minimum, UP-1 
must be moved f a r t h e r west . 

From EPA's conversa t ions w i t h you and your c o n s u l t a n t s , we 
understand t h a t the proposed l o c a t i o n s o f w e l l s DN-3, UP-1, 
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and UP-2 were chosen so as to avoid problems w i t h o b t a i n i n g 
access to p r i v a t e p r o p e r t y . EPA understands t h a t SRSNE may 
be unable to change the wells to the l o c a t i o n s i n d i c a t e d on 
Figure 1 because access cannot be arranged. I f SRSNE f i n d s 
i t i s unable to i n s t a l l UP-2 and DN-3 a t the i n d i c a t e d l o c a t i o n s 
because of d i f f i c u l t i e s i n o b t a i n i n q access, you must n o t i f y 
EPA i n w r i t i n g by January 31, 1984. Included w i t h your 
l e t t e r must be documentation t h a t an e f f o r t was made to 
obt a i n access, e.g., copies of correspondence w i t h property 
owners. In summary, EPA expects SRSNE to n o t i f y the Agency 
i n w r i t i n g by the end of January i f any of the steps o u t l i n e d 
above to improve the groundwater monitoring program cannot be 
implemented. 

Should you have any questions about these comments, please 
contact Barbara M c A l l i s t e r a t (617)223-5775. 

Sincerely., . 

«ohn R. Moebes, Chief 
Waste Response & Compliance Branch 

Attachment 

cc: Suzanne Lanc._le, Esq. 
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January 13,.1984 

Mr. John R. Moebes, Chief 
Waste Response & Compliance Branch 
US EPA Region 1 
J.F. Kennedy Federal Bldg. 
Boston, Massachusetts 02203 

Re: US v SRSNE 
Consent Decree - Paragraphs 8-11 

Dear Mr. Moebes: 

We have your l e t t e r of December 16th i n which you.acknowledge our 
timely compliance with the Consent Decree i n regard to the 
shallow well system. You go on to say that you expect the system 
to be in operation w i t h i n 12 months of our receipt of your 
l e t t e r . While the Consent Order, i n t h i s regard, does not 
recognize the c o n t r o l l i n g requirement of a discharge permit from 
the State of Connecticut, the fact remains that we cannot operate 
the system u n t i l Connecticut has granted a NPDES permit. 

I am attaching a copy of a l e t t e r addressed to.our consultants 
by Mr.^Stan Alexander of the Connecticut DEP i n which he raises 
a number of questions and notes that these are only his " i n i t i a l 
comments." He also notes his request to Mr. Paul Marin f o r a 
review of the adequacy of the system from a hydrogeologic point 
of view. 

While we have your approval to continue with engineering design, 
proicurement and i n s t a l l a t i o n on the stystem as proposed, we see 
no commitment on the part of the Connecticut DEP to the same 
proposal. In f a c t , i t appears from t h e i r l e t t e r that they intend 
to conduct a completely independent review and may a r r i v e at 
conclusions that d i f f e r from yours. 

We believe t h a t , as of now, i t i s s t i l l possible to meet a 
December 19th, 1984 date f o r completion of t h i s p r o j e c t as now 
defined. We f i n d ourselves, however, caught between our anxiety 
to comply i n a l l respects with the EPA and the Consent Order, our 
need to avoid not only the fa c t but the appearance of c o n f l i c t 
with the Connecticut DEP and our need to d i r e c t our l i m i t e d 
resources to those projects where we are not exposed to waste and 
duplication of e f f o r t , while there i s s , t i l l time to meet the 

EXHIBIT 
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Consent Decree deadline, w i l l you please resolve with the State 
of Connecticut that our proposal i s acceptable. U n t i l Con
necticut does t h i s , i t would be* vfiscally irresponsible f o r us to 
continue work on the system. 

Also attached to t h i s l e t t e r i s a copy of our l e t t e r to Messrs. 
Cianci and Delahanty requesting access to your suggested 
monitoring well locations. We believe you have Federal au
t h o r i t y to compel t h i s access. We hope that that w i l l not be 
necessary, however, i n the event that t h i s request i s denied, we 
w i l l look to you f o r d i r e c t i o n . 

I f i r m l y believe that we are a l l headed i n the same d i r e c t i o n -
the construction of a modern, e f f e c t i v e , environmentally sould 
f a c i l i t y . We are anxious to get going, not only with the 
groundwater remediation but with the long overdue upgrading of 
the plant. The t r i g g e r point i n a l l of these a c t r i v i t i e s i s 
issuance of a Connecticut NPDES permit. Please help.us. 

Very t r u l y yours, 

'James R. Hulm 
Vice President 
j r h : k 

.r. 
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December 19, 1984 

Mr. James R. Hulm 
Vice President 
Solvents Recovery Service 
of New Jersey, Inc. 
1200 Sylvan Street 
Linden, NJ 07036 

Dear Jim: 

Pursuant to your request, I am enclosing my r e c o l l e c t i o n s of a 
conversation held w i t h Barbara M c A l l i s t e r on December 11, 1984 
and Paul Exner on t h a t same date. 

I c a l l e d Barbara and i n d i c a t e d t h a t while we agree w i t h the 
proposed l o c a t i o n s f o r the downgradient mo n i t o r i n g w e l l s and 
were co n t i n u i n g t o pursue approval f o r these l o c a t i o n s , the 
l i k l i h o o d of s i t i n g the wells at the proposed l o c a t i o n s was 
minimal. Corrsepondence w i t h downgradient property owners 
(Delahanty and Cianci) have i n d i c a t e d t h a t there i s l i t t l e or 
no chance they w i l l approve the monitoring w e l l s . A f t e r con
veying t h i s i n f o r m a t i o n to Barbara M c a l l i s t e r , i t was agreed 
upon between Barbara and me that EPA r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s and YWC 
would f i e l d l o c a t e the downgradient w e l l s t o the best of our 
a b i l i t y t o attempt t o s a t i s f y EPA, while not s e l e c t i n g a loca
t i o n w i t h minimal l i k l i h o o d of approval. 

Subsequent to my discussion wi t h Barbara, I received an a f t e r 
hours telephone c a l l from Paul Exner. Paul and I discussed the 
proposed downgradient monitoring l o c a t i o n s at l e n g t h , and Paul 
acknowledged t h a t the best l o c a t i o n s were on the Delahanty and 
Cianci property. While Paul and I discussed a l t e r n a t i v e loca
t i o n s , none could be found th a t s a t i s f i e d him and h i s i n t e r p r e 
t a t i o n of the EPA/SRSNE Consent Decree. The way i t was l e f t 
w i t h Paul was t h a t Paul would recommend t o Barbara t h a t EPA 
issue an Order to Delahanty and Cianci to all o w s i t i n g of the 
downgradient monitoring w e l l s . Otherwise, the we l l s would be 
located i n the f i e l d on the SRSNE property, w i t h one possible 
w e l l located on the corner of the Southington Water Company 
pr o p e r t y , but o f f of the Delahanty and Cianci p r o p e r t y . 

Subject: Downgradient Well Discussions With EPA 

v'.vc. INC. • 200 Monroe Turnpike • Mcnrce. Connecticut 06468 • (203) 261-4458 EXHIBIT °[ 
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In both conversations ( w i t h Barbara and w i t h P a u l ) , a l l p a r t i e s 
agreed t h a t the p r o j e c t should not be held up by the downgradi
ent monitoring w e l l l o c a t i o n s , and t h a t EPA's approval of the 
o n - s i t e shallow w e l l system should not -be contingent upon 
l o c a t i n g the downgradient monitoring wells i n the proposed 
l o c a t i o n s . 

I t i s p r e s e n t l y my o p i n i o n t h a t the most meaningful s o l u t i o n 
would be the l o c a t i o n of one downgradient monitoring w e l l as 
close as p o s s i b l e t o the Cianci and Delahanty property l i n e s i n 
the corner of the Southington Water Company pro p e r t y , as w e l l 
as one or two o n - s i t e w e l l s located at or near the a n t i c i p a t e d 
1' drawdown contour l i n e upgradient of the shallow w e l l 
system. While the w e l l s would not be downgradient, they would 
give EPA some i n d i c a t i o n of how w e l l the o n - s i t e shallow w e l l 
groundwater recovery system was operating i n terms of draw
down . 

Please do not h e s i t a t e to contact me i f you have any questions 
or r e q u i r e f u r t h e r c l a r i f i c a t i o n . 

Very t r u l y yours, 

Stephen R. Kellogg, P.E. 
President 

SRK :.cg 

cc : B. W. Armet, P.E. 
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CONSTRUCTION OF WELLS COMPLETE AT SOUTHINGTON HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE 

BOSTON — Completion of the f i r s t phase of a groundwater cleanup system at 

the Solvents Recovery Service of New England (SRS) f a c i l i t y in Southington, CT, 

was announced today by the U.S. Enviromental Protection Agency. 

Operation of the groundwater treatment system will begin when SRS obtains a permit 
from the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) for discharge of 
treated groundwater to the Quinnipiac River. 

Twenty-five shallow wells have been installed on the eastern and southern property 
lines of the SRS site to contain groundwater pollution in the vicinity of the 
site. The recovered groundwater will be pumped through an air stripper to 
renove volatile organic contaminants, then discharged to the Quinnipiac River. 

SRS must demonstrate that the discharge will not adversely affect any uses of 
of the Quinnipiac. The State discharge permit is pending, and there have been 
several extensions of the comment period on the permit application. In addition, 
both the Town of Southing ton and SRS have requested further opportunity to review 
the permit. 

The work was completed May 20 by contractors to SRS working under supervision of 
EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Installation of the on-site groundwater 
recovery system was done under a 1983 consent decree which requires SRS to recover 
and treat contaminated groundwater on and off site and to improve on-site storage 
and management of hazardous waste. Off-site groundwater recovery and treatment 
remains to be installed. 

The parties to the 1983 consent decree are EPA, SRS, The Southing ton Board of Water 
Commissioners and the Connecticut Fund for the Environment. 

SRS has been recovering organic solvents by distillation at this facility since 1955. 
Wastes from the distillation and recovery process were stored and disposed of on 
12 acres west of the Quinnipiac River until the mid 1960s. SRS waste has been 
linked to the contamination of a Southing ton municipal well by organic compounds. 

0015474 
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GROUNDWATER CLEANUP BEGINS AT SOUTHINGTON HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE 

BOSTON —Operation of a groundwater cleanup system began this 

week at the Solvents Recovery Services of New England (SRS) 

f a c i l i t y in Southington, CT, i t was announced today by the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

An on-site groundwater recovery system pumps contaminated 
groundwater migrating from the Solvents f a c i l i t y on Lazy 
Lane; chemical contaminants are removed in an on-site 
treatment system. The action f u l f i l l s a major portion of 
a 1983 consent decree between EPA, other intervening parties 
and SRS. Operation began following the issuance of a discharge 
permit by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection. 

The on-site groundwater recovery system consists of 25 shallow 
wells which continually pump groundwater at the site ' s boundaries. 
The groundwater then passes through an on-site a i r stripping 
*ower which removes volatile organic contaminants. The 
treated water is discharged to the Quinnipiac River. 

Under the consent decree, SRS is also required to i n s t a l l an 
off-site groundwater interceptor system: a series of off-site 
wells on Town property between the SRS f a c i l i t y and two 
abandoned Town production wells near the Quinnipiac River. The 
system w i l l intercept contaminated groundwater as i t moves 
away from the s i t e . This contaminated groundwater may also 
be treated by ai r stripping. Construction of the off-site 
system is expected to begin this spring. 

The DEP's discharge permit requires SRS to monitor the groundwater 
treatment system's discharge and treatment efficiency and to 
construct a new pipe for the discharge. SRS plans to construct 

December 20, 1985 For more information call David Webster, Superfund (617)223-4909 
Kate Connolly, Public Affairs (617)223-5918 

-more-
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the new discharge pipe, between the SRS f a c i l i t y and the 
Quinnipiac River, t h i s s p r i n g . 

The "consent decree required the company to recover and t r e a t 
contaminated groundwater on and o f f the s i t e , and t o improve 
o n - s i t e storage and management of hazardous wastes. 

In September, EPA issued a d r a f t permit r e q u i r i n g SRS t o 
f u l f i l l the terms of the consent decree f o r storage and 
management of hazardous wastes and t o develop a plan t o 
address contaminated s o i l t h a t may remain under b u i l d i n g s 
on s i t e a f t e r the groundwater recovery and treatment i s 
completed. The permit was issued under the a u t h o r i t y of 1984 
amendments to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. 

SRS has been recovering organic solvents by d i s t i l l a t i o n at t h i s 
f a c i l i t y since 1955. Wastes from.the d i s t i l l a t i o n and recovery 
process were stored and disposed "of u n t i l the mid-1960's on SRS' 
12 acre s i t e located west of the Quinnipiac River. SRS 
waste has been l i n k e d to the contamination of a Southington 
municipal w e l l by organic compounds. 

-30-
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Joel Blumstein, Esq. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Regional Counsel 
JFK Federal Building 
Boston, Massachusetts 02203 

Dear Mr. Blumstein: 

Data on groundwater quality in the vicinity of the proposed 
off-site intercept system has been collected over the last four 
years and analyzed. The test wells on which this analysis has 
focussed are MW-1, TW-11, X, MW-7 and TW-7B. In addition samples 
from SRS 1, 2 and 3, MW-5 and TW-7 have been collected and 
analyzed. 

These data have also been reviewed in light of the soil condi
tions at the site; conditions that were not fully appreciated in 
1982. This investigation was triggered when i t was noticed that 
the contaminant levels in the test wells along the cutoff line were 
declining while those in the test wells now recognized as being in 
the relatively low permeability t i l l , showed l i t t l e i f any improve
ment. 

The following series of wells, which have been sampled and 
analyzed recently are located long the cutoff line: SRS-1, SRS-2, 
SRS-3, X, MW-5, MW-7. 

SRS-1 i s a deep well with bedrock, SRS-2 shallow, at the 
westerly end of the cutoff line. These wells are both located in 
t i l l and as the table of analyses attached shows are now, and have 
been with two minor excursions, below a l l cutoff levels. In May 
1983 trichlorethylene showed at 19 ppb versus a cutoff of 15 and 
September 1985 1,1 dichlorethylene showed at 14 versus a cutoff of 
10. 

Re: Off-Site Recovery System 
Solvents Recovery Service of 
Alternate Proposal 

New England, Inc. 



Joel Blumstein, 
Page 2 
March 3, 1986 

Esq"; S O L V E N T S R E C O V E R Y S E R V I C E 

0015478 

SRS-3 i s a deep wel l i n the outwash region t h a t i s h y d r a u l i -
c a l l y d i r e c t l y downgradient from MW-1 and TW-11. Samples taken i n 
May 1983, September 1985 and February 1986 tested below c u t o f f 
levels i n a l l parameters. 

Well X i s the t e s t w e l l located as required i n the Consent 
Decree and i s i n the outwash region. Samples taken July 1984, 
A p r i l 1985, September 1985 and February 1986 tested below c u t o f f 
levels i n a l l parameters. 

MW-5 i s a deep w e l l , MW-7 shallow, at the ea s t e r l y end of the 
cutoff l i n e . These wells have shown a reduction i n contaminant 
level most apparent i n methyl e t h y l ketone and isopropanol. Benzene 
at 25 ppb i n MW-5 and 26 i n MW-7 i s the only parameters above c u t o f f 
l e v e l s , however, i t was not detected i n September 1985. 

No analyses have been l i s t e d f o r trihalomethanes or 1,4 
dioxane. Dioxane has not been detected i n any of the samples 
collected. Trihalomethanes have only appeared i n one sample from 
MW-1 at 14 ppb versus a c u t o f f of 100 and i n TW-7B, most recently 
at 2,400 ppg. They have not been detected i n any other weJLl. 

Contaminant levels reported i n the data have been analyzed to 
obtain some measure of o v e r a l l improvement. The method chosen was 
to note the number of c u t o f f parameter tests i n the four c u t o f f 
monitoring wells MW-1, TW-11, X, MW-7. Well TW-7B was not included 
in t h i s t a l l y . The next step was to determine how many of the 
tests showed le v e l s i n excess of c u t o f f l i m i t s i n each round of 
tes t i n g . The r a t i o of exceedance to t o t a l t e s t s was p l o t t e d and i s 
attached. While imprecise t h i s does demonstrate an ongoing and 
s i g n i f i c a n t improvement i n groundwater q u a l i t y . 

The l o c a t i o n of these t e s t wells i n r e l a t i o n to the proposed 
pumping wells i s as fol l o w s : 

SRS-1 and SRS-2 straddle the lo c a t i o n of the f i v e proposed 
shallow t i l l recovery w e l l s — s e e Site Plan. SRS-3 i s next to 
proposed t i l l recovery w e l l east. Well X i s next to the outwash 
recovery well and MW-5 and 7 are alongside proposed t i l l recovery 
well west. The only water t h a i the pumping system w i l l recover 
that exceeds any c u t o f f levels i s the 6 gpm from t i l l w e l l west or 
8% of the t o t a l system. 

MW-1 and TW-11 are located at approximately the t i l l / o u t w a s h 
boundary. MW-1 i s deep, TW-11 shallow. Both of these wells are 
d i r e c t l y upgradient of SRS-3. TW-11, the shallow w e l l has not 
shown a contaminant l e v e l above c u t o f f i n any sample taken since 
-1982. MW-1 which i s i n the t i l l has shown a reduction i n contaminant 
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levels since 1982. The most recent data, February 1986 showing 
111 trichlorethane at 200 ppb versus a c u t o f f of 180. 1,1 
dichlorethylene at 21 versus a c u t o f f of 10 and v i n y l chloride at 
26 versus a c u t o f f of 10. However, as noted e a r l i e r none of these 
show i n SRS-3. 

During the time groundwater has been improving at the c u t o f f 
l i n e , there has been v i r t u a l l y no change i n the q u a l i t y of ground
water i n the v i c i n i t y of TW-7 and 7B. These wells are located i n 
t i l l of low permeability and, as the data shows, remain at high 

I t appears that i f the natural flow of groundwater over the 
l a s t four years has had no e f f e c t then pumping from the outwash 450 
feet away across the t i l l outwash boundary i s not l i k e l y to improve 
matters i n the foreseeable f u t u r e . 

Alternate Proposal 

SRSNE believes that there are s i g n i f i c a n t gains to be made by 
relocating the pump system from i t s proposed lo c a t i o n to the 
v i c i n i t y of TW-7 and 7B. The benefits that may accrue are: 

1. Withdrawing water at the known focus of contamination affords 
the best opportunity f o r a rapid cleanup. 

2. The quantity of water to be pumped and, therefore, discharged 
to the Quinnipiac w i l l be m a t e r i a l l y reduced. 

3. The i n s t a l l a t i o n of such a pumping system would provide backup 
for the on-site recovery wells i f the low permeability of the 
t i l l on-site adversely a f f e c t s the extent of o f f - s i t e influence. 

4. SRSNE believes that an arrangement w i t h Mr. Cianci could be 
made that would allow the i n s t a l l a t i o n of small diameter force 
mains i n the e x i s t i n g c u l v e r t across his land. These would 
have the a b i l i t y to discharge a l l plant e f f l u e n t s t o the 
Quinnipiac i n hard pipe. 

SRSNJ requests permission to delay s t a r t of the construction 
of the current proposed o f f - s i t e system f o r 30 days tr> allow a 
review and discussion of these data w i t h EPA experts. 

levels. 

Very t r u l y yours, 

JRH:dap 
Attachments 
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May 12, 1986 

Mr. David Webster 
U.S. Environmental P r o t e c t i o n Agency 
Region I 
J.F.K. Federal B u i l d i n g 
Boston, MA 02203 

Re: EPA/SRSNE Consent Decree, O f f - S i t e Groundwater 
Recovery System-Solvents Recovery Service 
of New England, I n c . - A l t e r n a t i v e Supplementary System 

Dear Mr. Webster: 

This l e t t e r r e p o r t i s intended to document a c t i v i t i e s c u r r e n t l y 
ongoing w i t h respect to i n s t a l l a t i o n of the o f f - s i t e ground
water i n t e r c e p t o r system at the Solvents Recovery Service of 
New England, Inc. s i t e i n Southington Connecticut, and to 
request t h a t the Environmental P r o t e c t i o n Agency consider 
suspension of i n s t a l l a t i o n of the large outwash w e l l associated 
wit h t h i s system u n t i l such time as i t i s deemed necessary. 
S p e c i f i c a l l y , SRSNE has committed to i n s t a l l i n g the o f f - s i t e 
groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r system as designed and approved by EPA, 
however, t h i s r e p o r t intends to document an a l t e r n a t i v e supple
ment to the approved system which w i l l more e f f e c t i v e l y remedi
ate the s i t e i n a t i m e l y fashion by i n s t a l l i n g an a d d i t i o n a l 
system of a t i l l recovery w e l l located downgradient of TW-7B 
while suspending the i n s t a l l a t i o n of the outwash w e l l associa
ted w i t h the approved system, u n t i l such time as i t may be 
deemed necessary. 

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

In previous discussions, SRSNE, and our co n s u l t a n t s YWC, Inc., 
have been i s contact w i t h EPA and t h e i r c o nsultants to discuss 
the concept of an a l t e r n a t i v e groundwater recovery system pro
posal. The a l t e r n a t i v e system proposed by SRSNE was i n i t i a l l y 

E X H I B I T J3 



S O L V E N T S R E C O V E R Y 

0015481 

summarized i n a l e t t e r to EPA, dated March 3, 1986, and d i s 
cussed i n a meeting held at EPA Headquarters i n Boston, 
Massachusetts on March 6, 1986. At that meeting, EPA requested 
t h a t SRSNE expand upon the concept of an a l t e r n a t i v e proposal 
in f u r t h e r d e t a i l . 

Subsequent to i n i t i a l preparations and meetings, SRSNE summar
ized a formal a l t e r n a t i v e proposal i n a report e n t i t l e d "Con
cept Engineering Report-Site Groundwater I n t e r c e p t o r System 
A l t e r n a t i v e Proposal" dated March 26, 1986. This f i f t y f i v e 
(55) page document was prepared and submitted to EPA. Subse
quently, representatives of SRSNE, t h e i r consultants YWC, Inc., 
and ERM-Nor theast, Inc. met with representatives of EPA, the 
Town of Southington, and EPA consultants i n a meeting at EPA 
Headquarters i n Boston, Massachusetts, on A p r i l 22, 1986. At 
t h i s meeting, repres e n t a t i v e s of EPA in d i c a t e d t h a t given a 
choice between the a l t e r n a t i v e proposal i n v o l v i n g capturing 
groundwater on the Cianci Property at the area of highest con
c e n t r a t i o n versus the approved o f f - s i t e system comprised of 
m u l t i p l e t i l l recovery wells and a large outwash w e l l , they 
would select c o n t i n u a t i o n of the e x i s t i n g approved system, as 
o u t l i n e d i n the June 22, 1984 report e n t i t l e d "Engineering 
Report f o r O f f - S i t e Groundwater I n t e r c e p t o r System, Addendum 
No. 1 to February 28, 19S4 Sumb i t t a l " . In presenting t h e i r 
o p i n i o n , however, representatives of EPA acknowledged that the 
weakest component of the system o r i g i n a l l y designed and 
approved by EPA appeared to be a large high volume outwash well 
t h a t w i l l be pumping a large amount of groundwater that i s 
already s u b s t a n t i a l l y below the EPA Consent Decree c u t - o f f 
l i m i t s . Stated another way, i n s t a l l a t i o n of t h i s w e l l would 
r e s u l t i n the recovery of groundwater t h a t was not 
contaminated, and would provide no b e n e f i t to pre c l u d i n g the 
southerly m i g r a t i o n of contaminants as requested i n the Consent 
Decree. 

S p e c i f i c a l l y , r epresentatives of EPA and t h e i r consultants sug
gested that some i n t e r e s t would be e x h i b i t e d on the part of EPA 
to i n s t a l l c e r t a i n aspects of the groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r , 
system as o u t l i n e d i n the March 26, 1986 a l t e r n a t i v e proposal, 
in l i e u of the outwash w e l l component of the approved o f f - s i t e 
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groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r system. I t i s the i n t e n t of t h i s l e t -

t e r report to combine the best components of the approved 
Qvstem and the a l t e r n a t i v e proposal i n t o one s i n g l e system that 
w i l l supplement the approved system, while suspending the i n 
s t a l l a t i o n of the outwash w e l l which would not c u r r e n t l y be 
i n t e r c e p t i n g any groundwater presenting a m a t e r i a l conduit of 
contaminants to the Town of Southington w e l l s . 

Subsequent sections of t h i s l e t t e r report w i l l document the 
s p e c i f i c s of the SRSNE proposal, and w i l l be presented i n a 
format s u i t a b l e f o r approval by EPA. I t i s emphasized that 
while t h i s proposal i n under c o n s i d e r a t i o n by EPA, SRSNE i s 
proceeding with c o n s t r u c t i o n of the o f f - s i t e groundwater 
i n t e r c e p t o r system as o r i g i n a l l y designed and approved by EPA. 
We have scheduled the l a s t component of the c o n s t r u c t i o n to be 
the outwash w e l l i n the event t h a t EPA decides f a v o r a b l y on our 
proposal f or i n s t a l l a t i o n of a t i l l recovery w e l l downgradient 

G f TW-73 i n l i e u of the o r i g i n a l l y proposed outwash w e l l . 

GROUNDWATER QUALITY IN THE OUTWASH 

An extensive p r e s e n t a t i o n of groundwater q u a l i t y over time at 
the SRSNE s i t e was presented i n the Concept Engineering Report 
for the a l t e r n a t i v e proposal dated March 26, 1986. Twelve (12) 
tables and fourteen (14) f i g u r e s c l e a r l y documented c e r t a i n 
trends i n groundwater q u a l i t y i n the area of the o f f - s i t e 
groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r system. While p e r i o d i c water q u a l i t y 
readings f o r s p e c i f i c contaminants showed concentrations of 
s p e c i f i c substances above the required EPA Consent Decree c u t 
o f f l i m i t s , none of these w e l l s were associated w i t h the out-
wash. I t remains the opinio n of SRSNE that there i s a general 
trend showing improved groundwater q u a l i t y over time i n the 
v i c i n i t y of the proposed o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r 
system. With respect to the outwash as char a c t e r i z e d by Well 
Nos. X, SRS-4, and MW-8, the concentrations of a l l contaminants 
are e i t h e r not detectable or n e g l i g i b l e f o r a l l readings. 
S p e c i f i c a l l y , SRSNE makes references to Tables 1 through 12 as 
submitted in the 'March 26, 1986 report to v e r i f y t h a t the water 
q u a l i t y of a l l outwash wells i s we l l below SRSNE/EPA Consent 
Decree l i m i t s without question. In a d d i t i o n , Figures 2 and 13 
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from the March 26, 1986 r e p o r t f o r Well Nos. X and MW-8 , 
r e s p e c t i v e l y , are also being included as documentation of water 
q u a l i t y i n the outwash. While d e f i n i t i v e trends of water 
q u a l i t y i n the t i l l are i n t e r p r e t i v e at best, there i s no ques
t i o n regarding water q u a l i t y associated wit h the outwash. I t 
can be c l e a r l y concluded, and has been acknowledged by other 
t e c h n i c a l r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s associated w i t h the p r o j e c t , t h a t the 
outwash does not c u r r e n t l y pose any concern as a conduit f o r 
t r a n s f e r of contaminated groundwater i n a sou t h e r l y d i r e c t i o n 
beyond the o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r l i n e . Rather, 
problems with groundwater q u a l i t y appear to l i e upgradient of 
the i n t e r c e p t l i n e i n the v i c i n i t y of Well No. TW-7B. Figures 
7 and 8 from the March 26, 1986 s u b m i t t a l f o r monitoring w e l l 
TW-7B for t o t a l v o l a t i l e organics, and methyl e t h y l ketone and 
isopropanol c l e a r l y show tha t groundwater q u a l i t y i n the v i c i n 
i t y of t h i s w e l l contains f a r higher concentrations of contam
inants than any other wells monitored. For t h i s reason, i t i s 
SRSNE's s p e c i f i c proposal to i n s t a l l a groundwater recovery 
well downgradient of TW-7B between TW-7B and the approved o f f -
s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r system l i n e , as discussed i n more 
d e t a i l in the subsequent s e c t i o n . 

An i l l u s t r a t i o n of the comparable e f f e c t i v e n e s s of a high 
volume, low concentration outwash w e l l and a low volume, high 
concentration t i l l recovery w e l l i n the v i c i n i t y of TW-7B 
fo l l o w s . Assuming a flow of 50 gpm fo r the outwash w e l l and a 
t o t a l TVO, MEK and isopropanol concentration of 431 ppb (the 
maximum concentration ever detected i n Well Nos. X, SRS-4 or 
MW-8), r e s u l t s i n the recovery of 0.26 pounds per day of 
contaminants. The same recovery of contaminants f o r a t i l l 
w e l l downgradient of TW-7B based upon a flow of 5 gpm and t o t a l 
TVO, MEK and isopropanol concentration of 798,000 ppb i s 48.3 
pounds per day. This i s about 185 times more e f f e c t i v e than 
the outwash w e l l under worse case conditions h i s t o r i c a l l y . 

SUPPLEMENTAL OFF-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM 

System Components 

To supplement the approved o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r 

system, SRSNE i s proposing the i n s t a l l a t i o n of a groundwater 

recovery w e l l downgradient of TW-7B. The system w i l l be 
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comprised of a well 6 inches i n diameter and w i l l be screened 
over the lower 20 feet of the saturated t i l l deposits 
(approximately 20 to 40 fe e t below grade). Well screen and 
casing w i l l cor.sist of low carbon s t e e l . 

A submersible with pump w i l l l e v e l actuator sensors and w i l l be 
i n s t a l l e d i n the w e l l . This pump w i l l be sized s u f f i c i e n t l y to 
pump over a range of 0.5 to 15 gpm. The pump w i l l t r a n s f e r the 
recovered groundwater through a force main d i r e c t l y to the 
approved o f f - s i t e system force main. 

Supplemental T i l l Recovery Well System Advantages 

The supplemental system provides a number of advantages to 
o f f - s i t e groundwater recovery, r e s u l t i n g i n s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
e x p editing the clean-up process. The f o l l o w i n g sections w i l l 
provide a d e s c r i p t i o n of background data used as a base i n 
designing the supplemental system. 

D i r e c t l y east of the SRSNE s i t e are g l a c i a l t i l l deposits t h a t 
extend from the surface down to bedrock, which i s approximately 
40 to 70 feet below grade. This s t r a t i g r a p h i c sequence i s 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f f e r e n t from the area f a r t h e r south from the 
SRSNE s i t e where up to 50 f e e t of hi g h l y permeable g l a c i a l 
outwash deposits o v e r l i e t i l l and bedrock.. The d e l i n e a t i o n of 
the t i l l deposits i s based on both e m p i r i c a l data and 
i n t e r p r e t a t i v e a n alysis of c o l l e c t e d hydrogeologic and 
groundwater q u a l i t y sample r e s u l t s . 

The e m p i r i c a l data base includes four (4) s o i l borings 
conducted by YWC between Well Nos. TW-7A and 7B and the 
Cianci/Southington Water Board property l i n e . These borings 
encountered cense g l a c i a l t i l l from the surface down to auger 
r e f u s a l at depths of up to 30 f e e t . (Boring l o c a t i o n s are 
shown on Figure 1 from the YWC June 22, 1984 rep o r t 
"Engineering Report f o r O f f - S i t e Groundwater I n t e r c e p t o r System 
- Addendum No. 1 t o February 28, 1984 Submittal".) A d d i t i o n a l 
e m p i r i c a l evidence includes t e s t pumping and i n s i t u 
p e r m e a b i l i t y t e s t i n g of numerous monitoring w e l l s on the Cianci 
and Southington Water Board s i t e s . A l l shallow wells south of 
the Cianci property can be pumped continuously at high flow 
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r a t e s . Well Nos. TW-7A and 7B recharge slowly and continuous 
pumping at high rates cannot be sustained. In a d d i t i o n to the 
boring logs, t h i s i s a cle a r i n d i c a t i o n of a s i g n i f i c a n t 
d i f f e r e n c e i n formation h y d r a u l i c c o n d u c t i v i t y . 

An evaluation of water t a b l e contours between the SRSNE s i t e 
and Southington Well Nos. 4 and 6 shows a sharp .decrease i n 
groundwater g r a d i e n t s , j u s t south of the Cianci p r o p e r t y , (see 
Figure 2 of the June 22, 1985 YWC r e p o r t ) . The Cianci property 
between the r a i l r o a d tracks and the Quinnipiac River i s 
r e l a t i v e l y f l a t and the steeper groundwater g r a d i e n t across 
t h i s property cannot be a t t r i b u t e d to topography. The steep 
gradient, however, i s to be expected, since the geologic 
deposits i n the area have low p e r m e a b i l i t i e s . The steeper 
gradient i s required to provide the d r i v i n g force f o r ground
water, flow through the low p e r m e a b i l i t y t i l l . 

Groundwater q u a l i t y analyses c o l l e c t e d from the monitoring net
work between 1981 and the present, also confirm the existence 
of t i l l east of SRSNE. During the period of record contaminant 
concentrations have decreased f o r a l l wells screened i n outwash 
or i n t i l l o v e r l a i n by outwash. In Well Nos. TW-7A, 73 and 8A, 
however, concentrations have decreased only s l i g h t l y or not at 
a l l . These data show that the same slow steady f l u s h i n g of the 
outwash a q u i f e r t h a t i s occu r r i n g to the south i s not taking 
place due east of SRSNE. 

The stagnant contaminant concentrations i n these wells are the 
product of f a c t o r s . The slow r a t e of groundwater flow i n the 
t i l l i s an important c o n s i d e r a t i o n . The t i l l flow rate i s 
estimated to be less than 0.1 f t / d a y (37 f t / y e a r ) compared to 
4.1 f t / d a y i n the outwash (see page 48 i n the YWC r e p o r t , dated 
June 22, 1984). The low t i l l flow rate can only be applied to 
groundwater, however, not to contaminant m i g r a t i o n . The other 
major f a c t o r producing the p e r s i s t e n t contaminant concentra
t i o n s i s the high percentage of s i l t and clay i n the t i l l which 
f u r t h e r reduces the contaminant mig r a t i o n r a t e . S i l t s and 
es p e c i a l l y clays increase the r e t a r d a t i o n of contaminant t r a n s 
p o r t , because of the higher n a t u r a l organic content and the i n 
crease i n a d s o r b t i o n . 



S O L V E N T S R C C O V C K Y £ 

0015486 

The persistence of the contaminants i n the t i l l deposits makes 
the area east of the SRSNE s i t e the primary o f f - s i t e 
contaminant source. This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y t r u e , now that the 
on-site groundwater recovery system has h y d r a u l i c a l l y i s o l a t e d 
any r e s i d u a l contamination on the SRSNE s i t e i t s e l f . The 
si n g l e most important advantage of the proposed t i l l recovery 
well on the Cianci property i s t h a t contaminants w i l l be 
a c t i v e l y withdrawn from the primary o f f - s i t e contaminant source 
i£e_a. This w i l l expedite the clean-up process, thereby 
increasing the p o t e n t i a l f o r remediation p r i o r to a c t i v a t i o n of 
the Town of Southington Well No. 6. As pr e v i o u s l y discussed, 
contaminants already entrained i n the t i l l flow system w i l l 
tend to remain i n place unless they are p h y s i c a l l y removed. 
The proposed t i l l recovery w e l l w i l l be the most d i r e c t method 
of c o l l e c t i n g and t r e a t i n g t h i s contaminated groundwater. 

C u r r e n t l y , contaminants are slowly m i g r a t i n g through the t i l l 
toward the outwash deposits. An a d d i t i o n a l advantage to the 
proposed t i l l recovery w e l l i s that contaminants w i l l be 
intercepted p r i o r to t h e i r entry i n t o the outwash flow system. 
The t i l l recovery w e l l w i l l also reduce contaminant flow that 
now remains i n the t i l l flow system south of the s u r f i c i a l 
t i l l / o u t w a s h i n t e r f a c e . The approved o f f - s i t e t i l l recovery 
Well (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 6 and 8) that are c u r r e n t l y being i n s t a l l e d 
are designed to recover t h i s contaminated t i l l / b e d r o c k flow, 
however, the proposed t i l l recovery w e l l w i l l augment the 
e f f i c a c y of the system. 

Estimated Hydraulic Impact of the T i l l Recovery Well 

The most important f a c t o r i n determining the hy d r a u l i c impact 
Df the t i l l recovery well i s the p e r m e a b i l i t y of the t i l l 
deposits. G l a c i a l t i l l i s an unsorted, u n s t r a t i f i e d ice 
contact deposit and t i l l p e r m e a b i l i t y can n a t u r a l l y be expected 
to vary up to one or two orders of magnitude. In a 
zep o s i t i o n a l environment such as the Quinnipiac v a l l e y east of 
SRSNE, small l e n t i c u l a r bodies of g l a c i o f l u v i a l sand might also 
be expected which f u r t h e r complicates the ar e a l e s t i m a t i o n of 
permeability and hydraulic e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the t i l l recovery 
w e l l . Because of the inherent hydrogeologic v a r i a b i l i t y , the 
-xtent of the well's radius of hy d r a u l i c i n f l u e n c e and capture 
tone can only be r e l i a b l y determined f o l l o w i n g i t s i n s t a l l a t i o n 



SOLVENTS fcECOVCKY ccr;vici 

0015487 

and o p e r a t i o n . The w e l l w i l l be equipped w i t h a pump that i s 
sized s u f f i c i e n t l y to pump from 0.5 to 15 gpm. The t i l l 
recovery w e l l system w i l l t h e r e f o r e be f l e x i b l e enough to 
handle and a n t i c i p a t e d range of p e r m e a b i l i t y c o n d i t i o n s . 

To provide a p r e l i m i n a r y estimate of the hy d r a u l i c impact of 
the t i l l recovery w e l l , three c h a r a c t e r i s t i c p e r m e a b i l i t y 
scenarios have been evaluated. The p e r m e a b i l i t y of the t i l l 
deposits have been measured by several i n v e s t i g a t o r s . 
Presented below i n a summary of the pr e v i o u s l y complied 
per m e a b i l i t y estimates. 

I n v e s t i g a t o r S i t e Method Per.meabi 1 i t y 

H a r z y n 
I'.'arzyn 
Wa rzyn 
V> a r z y n 
V.'arzy n 
YWC 
YWC 

TW-7A I n - S i t u Test 
TW-7B I n - S i t u Test 
TW-8A I n - S i t u Test 
TW-7 A I n - S i t u Test 
WE-8 Aquifer Test 
TW-7A I n - S i t u Test 
TW-7A I n - S i t u Test 

2.43 X 10-4 c m / s e c 

8.6 X l O - 6 cm/sec, 
1.3 X 10~ 3 cm/sec, 

2.11 X 10~ 4 cm/sec. 
6 X 1 0 - 4 cm/sec, 

2.6 X 10- 5 cm/sec. 
2.3 X 10" c rn / s e c 

To estimate the pumping r a t e from the proposed t i l l recovery 
well and determine i t ' s h y d r a u l i c impact, three r e p r e s e n t a t i v e 
p e r m e a b i l i t y values were evaluated: 

Case 1 K = 1 x 10~ 3 

Case 2 K = 5 x 10~ 4 

Case 3 K = 5 x 10-5 

cm/sec. (21.2 g p d / f t 2 ) 
cm/sec. (10.6 g p d / f t 2 ) 
cm/sec. (1.06 g p d / f t 2 ) 

To determine the pumping r a t e and the associated drawdown from 
the t i l l recovery w e l l , the Theis equation can be used 
(Groundwater; 1979; Freeze and Cheery, page 326): 

h Q - h = Q W(u) 
4 - / r T 
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Where: 

h Q - h = s = Drawdown ( f t ) 
Q = Pump Rate (gpd) 
T = Kb = Tr a n s m i s s i v i t y ( g p d / f t ) 
K = Permeability ( g p d / f t 2 ) 
b = Saturated Thickness ( f t ) 

Where: 

U = r 2Sy 
4Tt 

Sy = S p e c i f i c Yield 
t = Time 

r = Radius i n Feet Where Drawdown Measured 

To determine the pumping rate under each p e r m e a b i l i t y case, the 
s p e c i f i c capacity was ca l c u l a t e d . Assuming a maximum drawdown 
of 30 feet i n the t i l l recovery w e l l , the pumping r a t e was then 
determined. Rearranging t h i s equation f o r s p e c i f i c capacity: 

0 = 4 "TT T _ 
S W (u) 

L: = ^ r 2 Sy 
4 Tt 

r = Radius of Well = 0.25 f t . 
Sy = 0.03 (based on Wehran Pump Test) 
t = 90 days 
T (Case 1) = 78 4.5 g p d / f t . 
T (Case 2) = 392.2 g p d / f t . 
T (Case 3) = 39.2 g p d / f t . 

Solving these equations for the three p e r m e a b i l i t y cases, the 
f o l l o w i n g pumping rates were c a l c u l a t e d . 

Case 1 = 11.25 gpm 
Case 2 = 6.34 gpm 
Case 3 = 0.66 gpm 
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Using these pumping r a t e s , the Theis equation was then used to 
estimate the drawdown a f t e r 90 days at distances of 10, 25, 50 
and 100. 

The l o c a t i o n of the proposed t i l l recovery w e l l i s 
approximately 150 feet from the Quinnipiac River and from the 
t i l l / w a s h o u t contact. Table 13 presents the estimated 
drawdowns f o r a l l three p e r m e a b i l i t y scenarios. 

Figure 10 shows the pro j e c t e d c o n f i g u r a t i o n of the water table 
with the t i l l recovery w e l l pumping. Figure 10 i s based on the 
lowest estimated t i l l p e r m e a b i l i t y (Case No. 3) which y i e l d s 
the most conservative estimate of h y d r a u l i c impact. The major 
l i m i t i n g f a c t o r to the expansion of the radius of in f l u e n c e of 
the t i l l recovery well w i l l be the r i v e r and the t i l l / o u t w a s h 
contact which are both approximately 150 fe e t from the w e l l . 
These features w i l l provide a source of recharge to the t i l l 
w e l l and w i l l i n h i b i t drawdowns. I t i s t h i s recharge from the 
t i l l outwash contact, that i n f a c t , w i l l reverse the flow of 
contaminants. In e f f e c t , the clean water from the outwash w i l l 
be drawn i n a n o r t h e r l y d i r e c t i o n to help f l u s h contaminants 
from the t i l l . This f u r t h e r reduces any b e n e f i t t h a t could be 
project e d f o r the outwash we l l and supports the contention that 
pumping the outwash w e l l would be counterproductive. 
Therefore, the p o t e n t i a l e x i s t s that pumping the outwash well 
could a c t u a l l y have a d e l e t e r i o u s e f f e c t on s i t e remediation. 
The cone of depression may extend somewhat f a r t h e r than 150 
feet to the north and west depending on s i t e s p e c i f i c 
p e r m e a b i l i t y . 

The estimated h y d r a u l i c impacts are based on i d e a l i z e d 
a n a l y t i c a l s o l u t i o n s . The equations u t i l i z e d assume an 
i s o t r o p i c a q u i f e r of i n f i n i t e extent and uniform thickness. 
These assumptions are not true f o r the t i l l deposits being 
analyzed and w i l l tend to modify the estimated drawdowns. 
A d d i t i o n a l l y , microscale v a r i a t i o n s i n t i l l p e r m e a b i l i t y w i l l 
also cause a c t u a l pumping r e s u l t s to deviate from these 
p r e d i c t i o n s . 

The h y d r a u l i c impact of f u t u r e pumping from Southington Well 
No. 6 at a maximum capacity of 1,400 gpm on the t i l l recovery 
well i s considered to be n e g l i g i b l e . This a s s e r t i o n is based 
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: n distance/drawdown data from Well No. 6, which showed 
approximately 0.75 feet of drawdown i n monitoring Well No. 
CV-2-75 which i s located approximately 700 f e e t south of the 
t i l l recovery w :ell. The maximum extent of the Well No. 6 
drawdown was pr o j e c t e d to be approximately 1,300 f e e t . Because 
;: the s i g n i f i c a n t p e r m e a b i l i t y d i f f e r e n c e between the outwash 
and t i l l d e p o s i t s , maximum pumping from Well No. 6 w ; i l l not 
influence water l e v e l s i n the t i l l . 

C f f - S i t e Recovery System Hydraulic and 
v^ter Q u a l i t y V e r i f i c a t i o n 

In Section 8.0 of the YWC June 22, 1984 O f f - S i t e Groundwater 
Int e r c e p t o r System Engineering Report, h y d r a u l i c and water 
q u a l i t y v e r i f i c a t i o n plans were proposed and subsequently 
approved by EPA and associated reviewers. SRSNE w i l l implement 
these v e r i f i c a t i o n measures as p r e v i o u s l y described. This w i l l 
include the i n s t a l l a t i o n of two new monitoring Well Nos. SRS-5 
and SRS-6. They w i l l be screened i n outwash and t i l l / b e d r o c k 
r e s p e c t i v e l y . Water l e v e l monitoring and groundwater sampling 
w i l l proceed as approved. I t should be noted that projected 
outwash drawdowns w i l l not be achieved because the outwash 
recovery w e l l w i l l not be i n s t a l l e d or pumped at t h i s time. 
The outwash monitoring Well SRS-5 w i l l be i n s t a l l e d , however, 
so that outwash h y d r a u l i c monitoring can be implemented should 
outwash pumping be necessary i n the f u t u r e . 

CONSTRUCTION/SCHEDULING CONSIDERATIONS 

As SRSNE i s s p e c i f i c a l l y requesting that c o n s t r u c t i o n of the 
outwash we l l be suspended u n t i l such time as i t may be needed, 
there are many scheduling considerations t h a t need to be 
addressed. SRSNE i s prepared to i n s t a l l both the outwash we l l 
and i t s associated s t r i p p i n g tower treatment system i n the 
event that the w e l l i s deemed necessary based upon s p e c i f i c 
sampling. I t i s emphasized that i t i s our i n t e n t to i n s t a l l 
a l l components of the approved groundwater i n t e r c e p t system 
associated wi t h 'the outwash w e l l , although the a c t u a l outwash 
well c o n s t r u c t i o n would be suspended. S p e c i f i c a l l y , we intend 
to i n s t a l l a l l force mains, groundwater t r a n s f e r , pumps, and 
e l e c t r i c a l components necessary to a c t i v a t e the outwash w e l l , 
should i t be re q u i r e d . 
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The s t r i p p i n g tower t h a t would be re q u i r e d , i n the event that 
the high volume outwash w e l l i s a c t i v a t e d , would be comprised 
of an o f f - t h e - s h e l f s t r i p p i n g tower. The system has been 
designed and s p e c i f i e d by SRSNE and i s ready f o r purchase. In 
a d d i t i o n , we have contacted p o t e n t i a l s u p p l i e r s and have deter
mined tha t the equipment can be r e a d i l y s u p p l i e d . Since i t i s 
skid mounted, i t can be immediately i n s t a l l e d . The two major 
components of the system are a large diameter pipe co n t a i n i n g 
packing media and an evacuation fan f o r p u l l i n g a i r through the 
s t r i p p i n g tower. In the event th a t the outwash w e l l i s deemed 
necessary, then SRSNE can immediately i n s t a l l the outwash 
recovery w e l l and the s t r i p p i n g tower associated w i t h t r e a t i n g 
groundwater from t h i s w e l l i n a t i m e l y fashion. C r i t e r i a ' to be 
u t i l i z e d i n determining whether or not the outwash we l l i s 
needed as a r e s u l t of a c t i v a t i o n of the Town of Southington 
Or inking Water Well No. 6, or f o r other reasons, w i l l be 
r e l a t e d to EPA/SRSNE Consent Decree l i m i t s as described i n 
f u r t h e r d e t a i l below. 

The three (3) groundwater monitoring wells t h a t have been 
sampled over the past few years f o r documentation of outwash 
water q u a l i t y are Well Nos. X, SRS-4, and MW-8. These three 
(3) wells w i l l be sampled q u a r t e r l y during the f i r s t year of 
operation of the o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r system, and 
annually t h e r e a f t e r , as o u t l i n e d i n both the Consent Decree and 
the June 22, 1984 engineering r e p o r t documenting the o f f - s i t e 
i n t e r c e p t o r system which was approved by EPA. SRSNE w i l l 
sample these three (3) wells q u a r t e r l y f o r the f i r s t year and 
annually t h e r e a f t e r , f o r a l l of the Consent Decree parameters 
o u t l i n e d . To determine i f there are any negative trends i n 
outwash water q u a l i t y , an assessment period of two "(2) years 
w i l l be u t i l i z e d . Because of the importance of the i n d i v i d u a l 
pieces of data, re-sampling at times may be necessary. 

S i g n i f i c a n t trends w i l l be considered to be es t a b l i s h e d i f 
three (3) consecutive readings show increases i n contaminant 
concentrations i n the outwash. In the event t h a t contaminant 
concentrations exceed those allowable by l i m i t s set i n the 
Consent Decree, then SRSNE w i l l immediately i n s t a l l the outwash 
w e l l . This w e l l can be i n s t a l l e d i n a period of, time, not to 
exceed two (2) weeks as long as a w e l l i n s t a l l a t i o n d r i l l e r i s 
a v a i l a b l e . During such time th a t the s t r i p p i n g tower 
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associated w i t h the outwash recovery w e l l i s being purchased 
and i n s t a l l e d , recovered groundwater w i l l be pumped through the 
e x i s t i n g s t r i p p i n g tower to achieve p a r t i a l treatment. In any 
case, there w i l l be no discharge of untreated groundwater to 
the Quinnipiac River. Af t e r completion of i n s t a l l a t i o n of the 
a d d i t i o n a l s t r i p p i n g tower, groundwater recovered from the 
^ o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r system, i n c l u d i n g the outwash 
recovery w e l l , w i l l be pumped through the new s t r i p p i n g tower. 

As mentioned pr e v i o u s l y i n t h i s l e t t e r r e p o r t , i t i s the i n t e n t 
of SRSNE to continue forward with i n s t a l l a t i o n of the o f f - s i t e 
groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r system as designed by our consultants 
and approved by EPA. No delays w i l l occur as a r e s u l t of con
s i d e r a t i o n of t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e proposal i n v o l v i n g the best 
aspects of the a l t e r n a t i v e proposal presented by SRSNE on March 
26, 19S6, and the o r i g i n a l approved o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r 
ceptor svstem, as long as EPA rep r e s e n t a t i v e s act on t h i s 
request w i t h i n a reasonable time p e r i o d . I t w i l l be possible 
for SRSNE to provide the supplemental groundwater recovery 
svstem as o u t l i n e d herein a f t e r completion of c o n s t r u c t i o n on 
the aoproved system. Certain c o n s t r u c t i o n d e t a i l s associated 
with the nature of the r a i l r o a d crossing and co n s t r u c t i o n 
a c t i v i t i e s in the immediate v i c i n i t y of the outwash w e l l need 
to be f i n a l i z e d w i t h i n the next 2 to 3 weeks. These d e t a i l s 
w i l l impact upon the supplemental o f f - s i t e groundwater recovery 
svstem i n the event that the system i s i n s t a l l e d . 

SUMMARY 

This l e t t e r r e p o r t combines the most t e c h n i c a l l y desirable 
aspects of both the June 22, T9S4 approved o f f - s i t e groundwater 
i n t e r c e p t o r system and the a l t e r n a t i v e proposal p r e v i o u s l y sub
mitted to EPA by SRSNE on March 26, 19S6. The proposal c a l l s 
f o r a suspension of the outwash recovery w e l l c o n s t r u c t i o n 
u n t i l i t is deemed necessary based upon groundwater q u a l i t y 
sampling. In exchange for the suspension, i t proposes the 
i n s t a l l a t i o n of a t i l l recovery w e l l downgradient of TW-7B i n 
the area of highest groundwater contamination. This supplemen
t a l recovery we l l also o f f e r s the major advantage of recovering 
highly contaminated groundwater, thereby e x p e d i t i n g the ground
water remediation process. This could be p a r t i c u l a r l y bene
f i c i a l i f and when the T:wn of Southington r e a c t i v a t e s Well 
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No. 6. I n s t a l l a t i o n of t h i s supplemental system w i l l r e s u l t i n 
i n t e r c e p t i o n of groundwater high i n contaminant concentration 
p r i o r to i t s en t e r i n g the g l a c i a l outwash. This higher 
concentration groundwater w i l l - not only be more e f f i c i e n t l y 
t r e a t e d by a s t r i p p i n g tower than the lower c o n c e n t r a t i o n 
groundwater recovered from the clean outwash w e l l , but w i l l 
r e s u l t i n s i g n i f i c a n t l y shortening the remediation time period. 

These are numerous a d d i t i o n a l advantages to i n s t a l l i n g the 
recovery w e l l downgradient of TW-7B. The q u a n t i t y of 
groundwater to be in t e r c e p t e d and pumped from the ground and 
subsequently discharged to the Quinnipiac River w i l l be 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y reduced. The forecast time f o r clean up of the 
s i t e w i l l be s i g n i f i c a n t l y reduced as a r e s u l t of a greater 
amount of contaminants being recovered from the ground. 
I n s t a l l a t i o n of a groundwater recovery system downgradient of 
TW-7B w i l l also serve to provide a back-up system to the 
on-site m u l t i - p o i n t shallow w e l l recovery system. This w i l l be 
of value i f the low pe r m e a b i l i t y of the t i l l o n - s i t e adversely 
e f f e c t s the extent of i t s i n f l u e n c e to the o f f - s i t e area. The 
supplemental system would provide a permanent hard pipe 
discharge across the Cianci Property c o n t a i n i n g a l l plant 
e f f l u e n t s from SRSNE. This discharge pipe to the Quinnipiac 
River would not be subjected to t e r m i n a t i o n by the Southington 
Water Board as i s c u r r e n t l y the case f o r the proposed i n t e r i m 
hard pipe on Water Board Property. I n s t a l l a t i o n of a permanent 
e f f l u e n t discharge pipe' to the Quinnipiac River has determined 
to be a very high p r i o r i t y with both the Town of Southington 
and the Connecticut Department of Environmental P r o t e c t i o n . 
F i n a l l y , s e l e c t i o n of the supplemental o f f - s i t e system as 
ou t l i n e d herein w i l l provide EPA with the o n - s i t e system 
v e r i f i c a t i o n wells that could not be. i n s t a l l e d to date due to 
access l i m i t a t i o n s . 

This proposal also o f f e r s EPA the o p p o r t u n i t y to supplement the 
approved o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r system w i t h no 
pen a l t i e s i n c o n s t r u c t i o n time. The c o n s t r u c t i o n time 
associated wi t h the approved o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r 
system w i l l be exactly as o r i g i n a l l y proposed and w i l l not be 
delayed by conside r a t i o n of t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e proposal. 
Obviously the sooner EPA representatives can act on t h i s 
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proposal, the sooner the supplemental groundwater recovery 
system i n the v i c i n i t y of TW-7B can be i n s t a l l e d . I t i s noted 
t h a t every e f f o r t i s being made by SRSNE to expedite our 
o f f - s i t e c o n t r a c t o r s i g n i f i c a n t l y beyond the o r i g i n a l l y 
proposed c o n s t r u c t i o n schedule. As you are aware, a d i f f e r e n c e 
of opinion e x i s t s between SRSNE and EPA as to when o f f - s i t e 
eroundwater recovery system c o n s t r u c t i o n should be completed. 
Every e f f o r t i s being made to attempt to meet the co n s t r u c t i o n 
schedule completion date as perceived by EPA of July 7, 19S6, 
however, t h i s deadline w i l l be extremely d i f f i c u l t . Any hope 
in meeting t h i s c o n s t r u c t i o n date could be s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
improved by the expeditious c o n s i d e r a t i o n of t h i s proposal by 
EPA . 

S o e c i f i c a l l y , SRSNE i s requesting t h a t EPA approve suspension 
of the outwash recovery w e l l component of the approved o f f - s i t e 
groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r system and i t s associated s t r i p p i n g 
tower u n t i l such time as they be deemed necessary by det e c t i o n 
of contamination i n the outwash. In exchange f o r t h i s 
suspension, SRSNE i s prepared to i n s t a l l a supplemental 
groundwater recovery system comprised of a t i l l recovery w e l l 
downgradient of TW-7B, and a force main connecting t h i s w e l l 
i n t o the approved o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r system. In 
a d d i t i o n , SRSNE i s prepared to i n s t a l l a second e f f l u e n t pipe 
fo r SRSNE property to the Quinnipiac River to provide a 
permanent discharge point f o r a l l e f f l u e n t s from the SRSNE 
f a c i l i t y as opposed to the i n t e r i m pipe i n s t a l l e d across the 
Water Board property f o r the o f f - s i t e system alone. 
Negotiations are c u r r e n t l y ongoing wi t h our o f f - s i t e system 
co n t r a c t o r to i n i t i a t e c o n s t r u c t i o n of the supplemental 
groundwater recovery system on Cianci property immediately upon 
completion of the approved o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r 
system. A d d i t i o n a l d e t a i l s associated with the system w i l l be 
f i e l d engineered by our consultants working wi t h the 
con t r a c t o r . 

This proposal commits SRSNE to a l l aspects of the approved 
o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t o r system and i t s associated 
hydraulic v e r i f i c a t i o n and monitoring as o u t l i n e d i n our 
o r i g i n a l engineering report dated June 22, 1934. Therefore, i t 
i s not necessary for EPA to consider any changes m the 
o r i g i n a l approved plan. The only item r e q u i r i n g consideration 
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and approval by EPA i s whether or not the advantages to i n 
s t a l l i n g a supplemental o f f - s i t e groundwater recovery system 
and second e f f l u e n t pipe outweigh suspension of c o n s t r u c t i o n of 
an outwash recovery w e l l that would be pumping clean water. 
S p e c i f i c c r i t e r i a have been est a b l i s h e d herein f o r immediate 
c o n s t r u c t i o n of that outwash w e l l , should i t be r e q u i r e d . 

SRSNE and t h e i r representatives thank you fo r c o n s i d e r a t i o n of 
t h i s proposal. We believe the proposal incorporates the tech
n i c a l desires of personnel present at the meeting at EPA Head
quarters on A p r i l 22, 19S6. A l l p a r t i e s present appeared to 
agree with the t e c h n i c a l merits of a t i l l recovery w e l l i n the 
higher contamination area of TW-7B. This proposal o f f e r s EPA 
an o p p o r t u n i t y to have tha t recovery w e l l i n s t a l l e d immediately 
upon completion of the approved o f f - s i t e system. 

We stand . ready to answer any questions that you may have on 
t h i s proposal so that a time l y approval can be received by 
SRSNE fo r f i n a l i z a t i o n of c o n s t r u c t i o n d e t a i l s associated with 
the ongoing o f f - s i t e system c o n s t r u c t i o n . 

Very t r u l y yours , 

Mr. Ja;nes R. Hulm 
Vice President 

JRH:raz 
A t tachme nts 

cc: P. Marin 
J. Stewart 
S . Kellogg 
R. Ha l l 
C. B o l l 
G. Blig h 
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\ S E Z ? UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

% P B O ^ & REGION I 

J. F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203 _ AUG 0 7 
CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED -

A | if: ]_ ": '•••••jj 

James Hulm, Vice President 
Solvents Recovery Services of New Enqland - - • 
1200 Sylvan S t r e e t + 
Linden, NJ 07036 ... : s ̂  -

Dear Mr. Hulm: 

EPA i s i n r e c e i p t of your r e p o r t dated May 12, 1986 regarding a 
supplemental t i l l / b e d r o c k w e l l a l t e r n a t i v e f o r the o f f - s i t e 
groundwater i n t e r c e p t system at the Solvents Recovery Services 
of New England (SRSNE) s i t e i n Southington, Connecticut. SRSNE's 
proposed a l t e r n a t i v e i s t o modify the o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r 
cept system approved by EPA on November 2, 1984 by r e p l a c i n g o u t-
wash recovery w e l l no. 7 w i t h t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l no 9 
located on Cianci property. A f t e r discussions w i t h you, the 
Connecticut Department of Environmental P r o t e c t i o n (DEP) the 
Town Water Board, the t e c h n i c a l c onsultant f o r the Town of 
Southington, the Connecticut Fund f o r the Environment (CFE) 
and the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the a b u t t i n g p r operty owner Mr. 
Ci a n c i , EPA sees t e c h n i c a l advantages t h a t may be achieved w i t h 
the groundwater remediation concepts contained i n your r e p o r t . 
As a r e s u l t , EPA approves the a l t e r n a t i v e described i n the May 
12, 1986 SRSNE su b m i t t a l contingent upon the f o l l o w i n g c o n d i t i o n s : 

(1) I n i t i a l Flow Net Analysis - W i t h i n 14 days of r e c e i p t 
of t h i s l e t t e r SRSNE must provide a fl o w net a n a l y s i s or other 
appropriate a n a l y s i s of the p r o j e c t e d h y d r a u l i c impact from the 
pumping of a l l proposed groundwater recovery w e l l s screened i n 
t i l l or bedrock or both. This a n a l y s i s s h a l l demonstrate t h a t 
the m i g r a t i o n of contaminants i n groundwater i s precluded, to 
the extent f e a s i b l e , by the proposed groundwater i n t e r c e p t 
system between proposed t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l no. 3 (western
most t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l ) and proposed t i l l / b e d r o c k 
covery w e l l no. 9 (on Cianci p r o p e r t y ) as w e l l as between 
t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l no. 8 (easternmost t i l l / b e d r o c k 
recovery w e l l ) and proposed t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l no. 
These l o c a t i o n s are shown i n Figure 1. i f e i t h e r SRSNE or 
determine t h a t the above demonstration cannot be made w i t h the 
groundwater i n t e r c e p t system c o n f i g u r a t i o n proposed i n the May 
12, 1986 SRSNE s u b m i t t a l , a d i f f e r e n t c o n f i g u r a t i o n s h a l l be 
proposed by SRSNE. This d i f f e r e n t c o n f i g u r a t i o n s h a l l be 
accompanied by a flo w net analysis t h a t demonstrates t h a t the 
migration o f contaminants i n the groundwater i s precluded 
between t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l no. 3 and the l o c a t i o n of 
proposed t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l no. 9 as w e l l as between 
t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l no. 8 and the l o c a t i o n of the proposed 
t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l no. 9. 

re -

9. 
or EPA 
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(2) Proposed Well No. 9 Construction Requirements - The proposed 
t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l no. 9 must have a screened i n t e r v a l 
which includes not only the contaminated zone of t i l l , but also 
a minimum of the top 10 f e e t of bedrock. This c o n s t r u c t i o n 
requirement must be used i n the flow net a n a l y s i s r e q u i r e d i n 
Condition 1 above. 

(3) F i e l d V e r i f i c a t i o n of Flow Net Analysis - F i e l d 
v e r i f i c a t i o n of the flow net drawdown p r o j e c t e d i n the analysis 
described i n Condition 1 above s h a l l be demonstrated by a 
90-day a q u i f e r t e s t t o v e r i f y the pr o j e c t e d combined performance 
of a l l proposed t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l s i n c l u d i n g proposed 
w e l l no. 9 as described i n 3b below. During the f i r s t 30 days 
of the a q u i f e r t e s t , the performance of proposed w e l l no. 9 
w i l l be demonstrated as described i n 3b below. 

a) Locations of Hydraulic V e r i f i c a t i o n Wells - I n order 
to v e r i f y the pro j e c t e d combined h y d r a u l i c performance of the 
proposed t i l l / b e d r o c k w e l l s , head measurements must be obtained 
p r i o r t o , d u r i n g , and a f t e r the 90-day a q u i f e r t e s t from w e l l nests 
capable of demonstrating the pr e d i c t e d drawdown. For the eastern 
t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l s no. 3, 4, 5, and 6, two w e l l nests 
are r e q u i r e d : SRS-3/SRS-4 and MW-l/TW-11. For the western 
t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l no. 8, the t h r e e - w e l l nest MW-5/MW-7/ 
MW-8 s h a l l be monitored (see Figure 1 and Table 2 ) . For the 
proposed t i l l / b e d r o c k w e l l no. 9, two w e l l nest are r e q u i r e d : 
SRS-7a/SRS-7b and SRS-8a/SRS-8b ( l o c a t i o n s t o be proposed by 
SRSNE and approved by EPA as decribed i n Condition 3b below. 

b) Well No. 9 Demonstration - F i e l d v e r i f i c a t i o n of the 
flow net drawdown pr o j e c t e d f o r proposed w e l l no. 9 w i l l be 
demonstrated as a p a r t of the 90-day a q u i f e r t e s t r e q u i r e d by 
Condition 3c below. At a minimum, pr o j e c t e d drawdown must be 
achieved at two new l o c a t i o n s ( i . e . SRS-7 and SRS-8) w i t h i n the 
cone of depression of proposed w e l l no. 9. These hew h y d r a u l i c 
v e r i f i c a t i o n w e l l l o c a t i o n s must be proposed by SRSNE and 
approved by EPA p r i o r t o w e l l i n s t a l l a t i o n . The frequency of 
water l e v e l measurements during the w e l l no. 9 demonstration 
s h a l l also be proposed by SRSNE and approved by EPA. At each 
h y d r a u l i c v e r i f i c a t i o n w e l l l o c a t i o n , a w e l l nest c o n s i s t i n g of 
one overburden w e l l and one bedrock w e l l must be i n s t a l l e d to 
demonstrate: (a) consistency between the a c t u a l drawdown i n the 
overburden and the drawdown p r o j e c t e d f o r w e l l no. 9 i n 
the a n a l y s i s required i n Condition 1 above, and (b) the capacity 
of proposed w e l l no. 9 t o induce or enhance v e r t i c a l l y upward 
g r a d i e n t s . I f w i t h i n 30 days of commencement of pumping t i l l / b e d r o c k 
recovery•wells ( i n c l u d i n g w e l l no. 9 and any a d d i t i o n a l t i l l / b e d r o c k 
w e l l s on Cianci Property t h a t have been determined to be necessary 
to f u l f i l l Condition 1 above), the drawdown i n the new h y d r a u l i c 
v e r i f i c a t i o n w e l l s decribed i n t h i s c o n d i t i o n above i s not 
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w i t h i n 80% of the drawdown p r o j e c t e d f o r these l o c a t i o n s by the 
a n a l y s i s described i n Condition 1, then SRSNE s h a l l , w i t h i n 14 
days, propose a d d i t i o n a l t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l s and/or 
withdrawal trenches and/or increased withdrawal r a t e s . In t h i s 
proposal SRSNE s h a l l demonstrate t h a t o p e r a t i o n of these proposed 
groundwater withdrawal devices or increased withdrawal rates 
w i l l a t t a i n a drawdown equivalent to t h a t p r o j e c t e d by the 
analysis decribed i n Condition 1 or w i l l otherwise preclude the 
mi g r a t i o n of contaminants i n groundwater t o the extent f e a s i b l e . 
A f t e r EPA approval of any a d d i t i o n a l w e l l s or withdrawal trenches, 
SRSNE s h a l l c o n s t r u c t and operate them i n accordance w i t h a 
schedule approved by EPA, but i n no case s h a l l the c o n s t r u c t i o n 
period be longer than 90 days. A f t e r completion of any approved 
m o d i f i c a t i o n s t o the groundwater recovery system, f i e l d v e r i f i c a t i o n 
of the combined system's performance s h a l l be r e q u i r e d as i n 
Condition 3c below. 

c) 90-Day Aquifer Test - Notwithstanding the requirements 
of c o n d i t i o n s 3a and 3b above, the p r o j e c t e d h y d r a u l i c performance 
of the e n t i r e o f f - s i t e groundwater recovery system w i l l be f i e l d 
v e r i f i e d once groundwater e x t r a c t i o n begins at the recovery 
w e l l s . Daily head measurements are required during the f i r s t 
week of pumping, head measurements are req u i r e d every other day 
during the second week, and weekly head measurements s h a l l be 
obtained during the remainder of the 90-day a q u i f e r t e s t period 
to provide a s u f f i c i e n t database on which to evaluate system 
performance. At the end of t h i s 90-day p e r i o d , head measure
ments from a l l a v a i l a b l e w e l l s must be obtained t o provide the 
necessary data f o r the c o n s t r u c t i o n of a flow net. These 
measurements and flow net s h a l l be included i n the r e p o r t 
decribed i n Paragraph 12(G) of the Consent Decree. 

(4) Location and Monitoring of Groundwater Q u a l i t y V e r i f i c a t i o n 
Wells - Groundwater q u a l i t y v e r i f i c a t i o n w e l l l o c a t i o n s w i l l 
include SRS-3, SRS-5, SRS-6, Well X, and CW-8-77 (see Figure 1 
and Table 1) as w e l l as the t e r m i n a t i o n w e l l s described i n Para
graph 13(A) of the Concent Decree. Frequency of mon i t o r i n g w i l l 
occur as o u t l i n e d i n Section 8.c of SRSNE's June 22, 1984 
Addendum No. 1 f o r the c o n s t i t u e n t s l i s t e d i n Paragraph 6 of 
the Consent Decree. However, annual sampling w i l l continue * 
over the p e r i o d of Consent Decree performance as opposed t o 
te r m i n a t i o n a f t e r 3 years as proposed i n Section 8.2 of SRSNE's 
Addendum No. 1. Groundwater q u a l i t y v e r i f i c a t i o n w e l l s SRS-6 
(screened only i n bedrock) and SRS-5 (screened o n l y i n overburden) 
must be recognized as the "one a d d i t i o n a l , f u l l y screened and 
f u l l y p e n e t r a t i n g w e l l to be i n s t a l l e d n o r t h of the groundwater 
i n t e r c e p t system, and w i t h i n i t s i n f l u e n c e , at the mid-point of 
a l i n e p a r a l l e l t o a l i n e running between e x i s t i n g w e l l s MW-1 
and MW-7," pursuant t o Paragraph 13(A) i n the Consent Decree. 
The l o c a t i o n of w e l l s SRS-5 and SRS-6 s h a l l be as o r i g i n a l l y 
mapped and as roughly i n d i c a t e d on the attached Figure 1 (ap p r o x i -
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mately 60 fe e t west/northwest of w e l l x ) . This l o c a t i o n i s 
opposed t o the l o c a t i o n proposed i n the YWC/LEA S i t e Plan and 
Well D e t a i l s dated February 1984, Revision #8, dated 5/8/86" 
(approximately 60 fe e t northeast of w e l l X and 30 f e e t northwest 
of proposed outwash recovery w e l l no. 7 ) . 

(5) Discharge Pipe I n s t a l l a t i o n - SRSNE s h a l l i n s t a l l a 
hard discharge pipe across the Cianci p r o p e r t y w i t h i n 90 days 
of t h i s approval. W i t h i n 60 days of t h i s approval SRSNE s h a l l 
i n s t a l l , on the Cianci p r o p e r t y , the 3 v e r i f i c a t i o n w e l l s i n 
lo c a t i o n s p r e v i o u s l y approved by EPA, i n i t s l e t t e r of December 
20, 1984, f o r the o n - s i t e groundwater recovery w e l l system. 

(6) Outwash Well No. 7 - SRSNE w i l l i n s t a l l the 50 gpm, 
outwash w e l l no. 7 (or an a l t e r n a t i v e acceptable t o EPA) i f 
e i t h e r or both of the f o l l o w i n g c o n d i t i o n s are met: a) upon 
completion of the i n i t i a l 90-day p e r i o d , a flow net analysis 
based on a c t u a l head measurements from a p p r o p r i a t e w e l l s demonstrates 
t h a t the supplemental t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l system i s not 
preventing s o u t h e r l y m i g r a t i o n of contaminants beyond the l i n e 
s p e c i f i e d i n Paragraph 13(A) of the Consent Order, or b) any or a l l 
of monitoring w e l l s SRS-3, SRS-5, SRS-6, Well X, or CW-8-77 
f a i l t o show st a b l e or decreasing trends i n contamination, or 
do not remain below the Consent Decree s h u t - o f f c r i t e r i a f o r 
the period of system performance. I f p r i o r t o t e r m i n a t i o n of the 
Consent Decree, the Town of Southington p r o d u c t i o n w e l l s no. 4 
and/or 6 are put back i n t o s e r v i c e , the frequency of monitoring 
f o r groundwater q u a l i t y v e r i f i c a t i o n s h a l l be as o u t l i n e d i n 
Section 8c of SRSNE's June 22, 1984 Addendum No. 1 and the 
frequency of monitoring h y d r a u l i c performance s h a l l be as 
o u t l i n e d on Condition 3c above. 

(7) Cianci: Property and Town Property Access - W i t h i n 30 
days of the r e c e i p t of t h i s l e t t e r , SRSNE s h a l l provide EPA 
w i t h w r i t t e n documentation of an agreement w i t h Mr. Cianci f o r 
access and permission to c o n s t r u c t , operate, and maintain those 
f a c i l i t i e s r e f e r r e d t o i n the May 12, 1986 SRSNE r e p o r t and i n 
t h i s l e t t e r which must be located on Cianci Property. This 
access must extend t o EPA, as w e l l as SRSNE, f o r purposes of 
ca r r y i n g out the fun c t i o n s s p e c i f i e d i n paragraph 19(B) of the 
Consent Decree. The per i o d of access and permission r e f e r r e d 
to i n t h i s documentation s h a l l be u n t i l the time of t e r m i n a t i o n of 
operation and maintenance of the groundwater i n t e r c e p t system 
as described i n Paragraph 13 of The Consent Decree. This w r i t t e n 
documentation of agreement s h a l l be signed by authorized representa
t i v e s o f both p a r t i e s . I f , f o r reasons of lack of necessary 
access to Cianci property or Town of Southington p r o p e r t y any 
of the w e l l s , discharge pipes, other pipes, or other h y d r a u l i c 
s t r u c t u r e s described i n the May 12, 1986 SRSNE s u b m i t t a l or 
described i n any of the above c o n d i t i o n s , are not constructed 
w i t h i n 60 days of t h i s approval, t h i s c o n d i t i o n a l approval s h a l l 
be voided and the o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t system s h a l l be 
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constructed and operated i n accordance w i t h the design approved 
by EPA on November 21, 1984. 

(3) Connecticut Fund f o r the Environment Comments - Con
n e c t i c u t Fund f o r the Environment (CFE) s h a l l have the r i g h t 
t o comment upon the SRSNE re p o r t of May 12, 1986 and t h i s l e t t e r 
pursuant to Paragraph 14(B) of the Consent Decree. As EPA sees 
f i t EPA s h a l l i n corporate i n t o t h i s c o n d i t i o n a l approval any 
comments provided by the Connecticut Fund f o r the Environment 
w i t h i n 30 days of i t s r e c e i p t of t h i s l e t t e r . 

(9) M o d i f i c a t i o n of the Consent Decree - The Consent Decree 
s h a l l be mod i f i e d t o incorporate the a p p l i c a b l e p r o v i s i o n s of 
the r e p o r t of May 12, 1986 and of t h i s l e t t e r . I f any of the four 
p a r t i e s to the Consent Decree do not agree i n w r i t i n g t o these 
m o d i f i c a t i o n s w i t h i n 45 days of r e c e i p t of t h i s l e t t e r , then 
t h i s c o n d i t i o n a l approval s h a l l be voided and the o f f - s i t e 
groundwater i n t e r c e p t system s h a l l be constructed and operated 
i n accordance w i t h the design approved by EPA on November 2, 
1984. This l e t t e r s h a l l serve as EPA's w r i t t e n agreement t o 
incorporate the a p p l i c a b l e p r o v i s i o n s of the r e p o r t of May 12, _ 
1986 and t h i s l e t t e r i n t o the Decree as re q u i r e d by t h i s c o n d i t i o n . 

I f SRSNE i s u n w i l l i n g t o accept the c o n d i t i o n s f o r approval set _ 
f o r t h i n t h i s l e t t e r , EPA requests w r i t t e n n o t i c e of such u n w i l l i n g 
ness w i t h i n 14 days of r e c e i p t of t h i s l e t t e r . Unwillingness t o 
accept any of the above c o n d i t i o n s s h a l l mean t h a t the o f f - s i t e 
groundwater i n t e r c e p t system s h a l l be constructed and operated 
i n accordance w i t h the design approved by EPA on November 2, 
1984 and i n accordance w i t h the schedule described i n EPA s l e t t e r 
of A p r i l 28, 1986. I f EPA does not receive w r i t t e n notice of 
unwil l i n g n e s s to accept t h i s approval and c o n d i t i o n s w i t h i n 14 
days, EPA w i l l assume the approval and c o n d i t i o n s are acceptable 
t o SRSNE. 

Regarding the c o n s t r u c t i o n schedule f o r the o f f - s i t e groundwater 
i n t e r c e p t system, EPA's p o s i t i o n i s contained m my l e t t e r t o 
you of A p r i l 28, 1986. As in d i c a t e d i n t h a t l e t t e r , the deadline 
for completion of c o n s t r u c t i o n of the o f f - s i t e groundwater 
i n t e r c e p t system was Jul y 7, 1986, 180 days a f t e r the f i n a l 
l o c a l approval f o r access t o Town p r o p e r t y . Further, EPA i n -
dicated i n i t s l e t t e r of A p r i l 28, 1986 and i n l a t e r converstations 
w i t h you t h a t EPA has not approved any delays associated^with 
SRSNE's p r e p a r a t i o n of an a l t e r n a t i v e system or w i t h EPA s 
review of such an a l t e r n a t i v e . EPA recognizes, however, t h a t the 
a l t e r n a t i v e system proposed by SRSNE and the c o n d i t i o n s f o r EPA 
approval described i n t h i s l e t t e r c ontain engineering features 
not included i n the system design approved by EPA i n J 9 ^ . 
Based on the a d d i t i o n a l f i e l d a c t i v i t i e s r e q u i r e d , EPA extends 
the deadline f o r completion of c o n s t r u c t i o n of the a l t e r n a t i v e 
o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t system described i n your s u b m i t t a l 
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of May 12, 1986 and the conditions i n t h i s l e t t e r by 60 days t o 
September 5, 1986. The deadline f o r s t a r t i n g o p e r a t i o n of the 
o f f - s i t e groundwater i n t e r c e p t system i s 14 days a f t e r the 
completion of c o n s t r u c t i o n . The above o v e r a l l c o n s t r u c t i o n and 
operation deadlines i n no way superceed the schedules described 
w i t h i n i n d i v i d u a l c o n d i t i o n s described e a r l i e r i n t h i s l e t t e r . 
Further, i f SRSNE does not accept the c o n d i t i o n s f o r approval* 
set f o r t h i n t h i s l e t t e r as requested above, the deadline f o r 
completion of c o n s t r u c t i o n of the p r e v i o u s l y approved system 
w i l l remain J u l y 7, 1986 and any periods of noncompliance w i l l 
be measured from t h a t date i n accordance w i t h the p r o v i s i o n s of 
Paragraph 16 of the Consent Decree. EPA makes t h i s deadline 
extension based on the opinion t h a t the p o t e n t i a l b e n e f i t s 
gained by the a l t e r n a t i v e system, i n c o r p o r a t i n g the c o n d i t i o n s 
of t h i s l e t t e r , are l i k e l y to o f f s e t the adverse environmental 
e f f e c t s of the 60-day delay. 

I f you have any questions regarding t h i s l e t t e r , please contact 
me or Joel Balmat of the EPA Region I s t a f f at (617)223-i942. 

Your response i s requested. 

Sincerely yours, 

Heather M. Ford, Chief 
Connecticut Superfund Section 

cc: G i l b e r t B l i g h Nicolas Cianci 
Robert Clemens 
John Sujat 
Wesley Winterbottom 
Chairman, Southington Water Board 

Suzanne L a n g i l l e 
John Ayers 
John Weichsel 
David K e l l y 
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TABLE 1 

Well 

Groundwater Q u a l i t y V e r i f i c a t i o n Wells (not i n c l u d i n g 
a l l t e r m i n a t i o n w e l l s ) 

Screened 
I n t e r v a l S t r a t a 

CW-8-77 
SRS-3 
SRS-5 
SRS-6 
Well X 

NA 
32.5-42.5' 

* 
* 

NA 

* proposed, not yet i n s t a l l e d 

NA - i n f o r m a t i o n not r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e 

TABLE 2. Hydraulic V e r i f i c a t i o n Wells 

outwash 
t i l l 

overburden 
bedrock 
outwash 

Well 
Screened 
I n t e r v a l S t r a t a 

SRS-4 
SRS-3 

MW-1 
TW-11 

MW-5 
MW-7 
MW-8 

SRS-7a 
SRS-7b 

SRS-8a 
SRS-8b 

5.0-15.0' 
32.5-42.5' 

23.5-42.5' 
5.5-15.5' 

66.5-76.5' 
24.5-44.5' 
5.0-25.0' 

* 
* 

* 
* 

outwash 
t i l l / b e d r o c k 

t i l l / b e d r o c k 
t i l l 

t i l l / b e d r o c k 
outwash 
outwash 

overburden 
bedrock 

overburden 
bedrock 

* proposed, not yet i n s t a l l e d 
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1 * UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

• S P H O ^ REGION I 

J. F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS 02203 . : , 

SEP 2 2 86 • / ^ -

James Hulm, Vice President , . ^ q j s t f f o 
Solvents Recovery Service of New England, Inc. *~ 
1200 Sylvan S t r e e t 
Linden, NJ 07036 

RE: O f f - s i t e Groundwater Recovery System 

Dear Mr. Hulm: 

I am w r i t i n g t o confirm our September 15, 1986, phone conversation 
i n which you st a t e d t h a t Solvents Recovery Services of New 
England (SRSNE) has decided t o no longer pursue approval of i t s 
May 12, 1986, proposed o f f - s i t e a l t e r n a t i v e ( i . e . , proposed 
t i l l / b e d r o c k recovery w e l l no. #9) which was c o n d i t i o n a l l y 
approved by EPA on August 7, 1986. Accordingly, SRSNE must 
i n s t a l l and operate the o f f - s i t e groundwater recovery system 
as o r i g i n a l l y approved by EPA on November 2, 1984. 

As mentioned i n our August 7, 1986 l e t t e r , the deadline f o r 
completing c o n s t r u c t i o n of the o r i g i n a l l y approved o f f - s i t e 
system was J u l y 7, 1986, and any periods of noncompliance w i l l 
be measured from t h a t date i n accordance w i t h Paragraph 16 of 
the Consent Decree. 

I f you have any questions, please contact Joel Balmat at (617)565-
3651. 

Si n c e r e l y , 

Heather M. Ford, Chief ' 
CT Superfund Section 

cc: G i l b e r t B l i g h 
Suzanne L a n g i l l e 
John Ayers 
David K e l l y 
Wesley Winterbottom 
J u l i o Olimpio 
Robert Clemens 
John Sujat 

exhiQir is 
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S O L V E N T S R E C O V E R Y S E R V I C E 

O F N E W E N G L A N D , I N C . 

P. O. BOX 362 

SOUTHINGTON. CONN. Oq489 

PHONE: ( 2 0 3 ) 62B-8084 

November 25. 1986 

Mr. Joel Balmat 
Remedial Project Manager 
United States Environmental 

Protection Agency 
Region I 
JFK Federal Building 
Boston, MA 02203 

Re: Request For Information On Groundwater 
Recovery Systems - Letter Dated 10/31/86 
JJ-_Ealmat_=_JJ._BJ._Hulm_: 

Dear Mr. Balmat 

< n o T.£
t t? C5 e d 1 f 4

a C ° P y ° f a l e t t e r ^om our consultant accompany
ing the information you requested i n your 10/31/86 l e t t e r We'll 
be happy to review t h i s with you at your convenience. 

Very t r u l y yours. 

James R. Hulm 
Vice President 

JRH:dap 
Attachment 

cc: C. H. B o l l 
S. Kellogg 
J. Stewart, Esq. 
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ENGINEERING DIVISION 

November 20, 1986 

Mr. James R. Hulm 
Vice President 
Solvents Recovery Service 
of New England 
1200 Sylvan Street 
Linden, NJ 07036 

Dear Jim: 

Enclosed please f i n d information that i s being transmitted to 
sati s f y requests made by Joel Balmat concerning the Solvents 
Recovery Service of New England groundwater recovery systems. 
A l l of the requested information i s provided i n tables, maps, 
or the report prepared by Hydro Group. 

The requested information is being supplied as follows: 

Information 

As-Built Locations of On-Site 
Wells 

As-Built Locations of Off-Site 
Wells 

Well Logs for the On-Site 
System 

Well Logs for the Off-Site 
System 

Well Construction Details for 
the On-Site System 

Well Construction Details for 
the Off-Site System 

Drawdown Data for On-Site 
Recovery Wells 

Location of Information 

Drawing PZ-1 

Figure 1 (11/18/86) 

No Well Logs Because 
Casing Was Driven 

Hydro Group Report 

Figure 2, Table 2 

Hydro Group Report and 
Table 3 

Table 1 

8. Pump Tests f o r Off-Site System Hydro Group Report 
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I t i s noted that the reference point or baseline for the on-
s i t e system (recovery wells and monitoring wells WE-5, TW-8A) 
has been defined as the arithmetic average of readings taken on 
January 9, 10, and 13, 1986. 

I f you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 

Very t r u l y yours, 

Keith E. Warner, P.E. 
Project Manager 

KEW:cgk 
Enclosures 

cc : J. Stewart 
S. Kellogg, P.E. 
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November 2 0 , 1986 

Mr. James R. Hulm 
Vice President 
Solvents Recovery Service 
of New England 
1200 Sylvan S t r e e t 
Linden, NJ 07035 

Dear Jim: 

The attached t a b l e i s a summary of drawdown data f o r the 
on- s i t e groundwater recovery system at Solvents Recovery 
Service of New England. The readings i n d i c a t e the number of 
feet t h a t the groundwater t a b l e has been lowered i n recovery 
wells compared to a baseline of January 1986. The baseline has 
been defined as the average of groundwater l e v e l readings taken 
on January 9, 10, and 13, 1986 ( f o r o n - s i t e recovery w e l l s 1 
through 25, and monitoring wells TW-8A and WE-5). 

Drawdown data f o r the monitoring w e l l s (TW-8A and WE-5) was 
submitted under separate cover and has not been included. I f 
you have any questions, please do not h e s i t a t e to contact me. 

Very t r u l y yours, 

Keith E. Warner, P.E. 
Proje c t Manager 

KEW:cgk 
Attachment 

cc: M. Quinn 
D. B l i s s 

"' vc, ;NC. • 230 Jvicnrce Tur.pike • .'/icnroe. Connecticut 06463 •(2GC 261-4453 



TABLE 1 0015508 
RECOVERY WELL DRAWDOWN MONITORING 

ON-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM 
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND 

( A l l Readings are Recorded i n Feet) 

Well 
No. 1/14/86 1/15/86 1/16/86 1/17/86 1/21/86 1/23/86 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) 0.8 (0.2) (0.2) 
5 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.2 0.2 0.2 
6 0.7 0.7 0.7 6.7 0.2 0.2 
7 0.2 0.2 0.2 6.2 0.2 0.7 
8 0 0 1.0 8.5 0.5 0.5 
9 0.5 0.5 1.0 9.0 1.5 2.0 
10 0 0 0.5 5.5 0.5 0 
11 0 0.5 0.5 1.0 0 0 
12 0.2 0.7 0.2 0.7 0.7 0.7 
13 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0.5 0.5 0 1.0 0.5 
15 0 0 1.0 1.0 0 0 
16 (0.3) 0.7 0.2 0.7 1.2 1.2 
17 0.7 (0.3) 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.7 
18 0.2 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 
19 0.5 5.5 2.0 5.5 1.0 1.5 
20 0.3 0.8 3.3 0.8 1.3 1.8 
21 4.3 2.8 4.3 4.8 6.3 5.8 
22 7.8 6.3 6.8 8.8 10.8 11.3 
23 4.0 3.0 4.5 1.5 5.0 5.5 
24 1.1 6.6 6.6 6.6 0.6 2.1 
25 * * * * * * 

NOTES : 

1. A l l drawdown readings are compared to the average of readings taken 
on January 9, 10, and 13, 1986. 

2. ( ) Number i n brackets i n d i c a t e s a water l e v e l higher than the 
baseline l e v e l (average of January 9, 10, 13). 

3. * I n d i c a t e s a broken guage. 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 
RECOVERY WELL DRAWDOWN MONITORING 

ON-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM 
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND 

( A l l Readings are Recorded i n Feet) 

Well 
No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

1/24/86 1/27/86 2/03/86 2/10/86 2/17/86 2/24/86 

0 
0 
0 
0, 
0, 
1, 
2, 
4, 
5, 
0, 
0, 
1, 
1.5 
1, 
1. 
0, 
0 , 
0, 
1. 
2. 
6, 
10 .8 
5.5 
1.6 

0 
0 
0 

(0.2) 
0.2 
5.7 
3.7 
1.5 
2.0 

(0.5) 
(4.5) 
(0.3) 
(1.0) 
(1.0) 
(0.5) 
1.2 
0.2 

(0.3) 
(0.5) 
(0.2) 
6.3 
8.8 
4.0 
0.6 
* 

0 
0 

(2.5) 
(2.2) 
(1.3) 
2.7 
3.2 
2.0 
2.0 

(1.0) 
0 
1.2 
0 

(0.5) 
1.0 
0.2 
0.2 
2.2 
1.0 
0.3 
1.8 
4.8 
1.5 
2.1 
* 

0 
0 

(3.0) 
(2.2) 
(1.3) 
3.7 
3.7 
3.0 
5.0 
9.5 
7.5 
7.7 
6.0 
6.5 
5.0 

(0.3) 
(0.3) 
4.7 
0.5 
1.3 
2.3 
5.3 
2.5 

(0.4) 

0 
0 
0 

(0.2) 
0.2 
3.2 
5.7 
5.5 
7.5 
3.0 

11.0 
12.7 
11.0 
10.0 
8.0 
5.2 
3.2 
5.2 
3.5 
3.8 
3.3 
6.3 
4.5 
3.1 
* 

0 
0 

(3.0) 
(2.2) 
(1.3) 
(0.3) 
0.2 

(1.5) 
0 

(0.5) 
(3.5) 
1.7 

(3.5) 
(2.5) 
(0.5) 
1.7 

(4.8) 
(5.8) 
(9.5) 
5.4 
2, 
6, 
3 

(2.4) 

NOTES: 

1. A l l drawdown readings are compared to the average of readings taken 
on January 9, 10, and 13, 1986. 

2. ( ) Number i n brackets i n d i c a t e s a water l e v e l higher than the 
baseline l e v e l (average 'of January 9, 10, 13). 

3. * I n d i c a t e s a broken guage. 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 
RECOVERY WELL DRAWDOWN MONITORING 

ON-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM 
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND 

( A l l Readings are Recorded in Feet) 

Well 
No. 3/03/86 3/10/86 3/17/86 3/24/86 3/31/86 4/07/86 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 (4.0) 0 0 0 
3 (1.0) (1.5) (3.0) (3.5) (3.0) (2.0) 
4 (1.2) (1.7) 5.8 6.3 10.8 5.8 
5 (0.8) 0.2 6.2 3.7 12.2 3.7 
6 4.2 4.7 5.7 5.2 6.7 6.7 
7 6.2 5.7 6.2 6.7 6.7 8.2 
8 5.0 5.5 5.0 5.5 6.5 7.0 
9 6.5 3.0 6.5 7.5 7.5 7.0 
10 2.0 9.0 2.0 2.5 3.5 5.0 
11 9.0 7.0 (3.0) 8.5 9.0 13.0 
12 9.7 6.7 9.3 8.7 9.7 13.2 
13 11.0 8.0 9.0 11.0 9.5 13.0 
14 10 7.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 12.0 
15 10 6 10.0 7.0 12.0 11.0 
16 6.2 5.2 5.2 5.7 6.7 7.7 
17 5.2 4.2 3.7 4.2 3.7 3.2 
18 5.7 4.7 5.2 7.7 7.2 8.2 
19 5.5 3.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 
20 2.8 4.3 3.8 4.8 4.3 4.8 
21 6.3 3.3 5.3 5.3 3.8 5.3 
22 8.8 8.8 6.8 7.8 5.8 7.8 
23 4.5 5.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 5.5 
24 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 
25 * - * * * * * 

NOTES: 

1. A l l drawdown readings are compared to the average of readings taken 
on January 9, 10, and 13, 1986. 

2. ( ) Number i n brackets i n d i c a t e s a water l e v e l higher than the 
baseline l e v e l (average of January 9, 10, 13). 

3. * I n d i c a t e s a broken guage. 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 
RECOVERY WELL DRAWDOWN MONITORING 

ON-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM 
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND 

( A l l Readings are Recorded in Feet) 

Well 
No. 4/14/86 5/12/86 6/09/86 7/14/86 8/20/86 9/03/86 

1 0 0 0 0 * * 
2 0 0 (2.0) 0 0 0 
3 (2.0) 0.5 3.0 6.0 8.0 6.0 
4 10.8 0.8 10.8 8.8 8.8 10.8 
5 12.2 2.7 10.2 12.2 10.2 10.2 
6 6.7 13.7 13.7 11.7 9.7 9.7 
7 7.2 14.2 14.2 12.2 12.2 12.2 
8 8.0 14.0 14.0 13.0 12.0 12.0 
9 8.0 15.0 8.0 13.0 13.0 11.0 
10 5.0 15.0 11.5 8.0 7.0 11.0 
11 13.0 10.0 5.0 7.0 11.0 9.0 
12 15.7 14.7 11.2 7.7 11.7 7.7 
13 13.0 13.0 13.0 11.0 11.0 3.0 
14 12.0 12.0 12.0 10.0 10.0 8.0 
15 12.0 12.0 12.0 4.0 8.0 6.0 
16 7.7 3.7 5.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 
17 5.7 2.2 4.2 11.2 9.2 1.2 
18 8.7 5.2 3.2 13.7 9.7 13.7 
19 5.5 5.5 1.0 4.5 5.5 3.5 
20 4.8 6.3 1.3 9.8 5.8 7.8 
21 3.8 3.8 4.3 7.3 9.3 5.3 
22 6.8 5.8 5.3 8.8 7.8 15.8 
23 4.5 4.0 5.5 9.5 7.5 7.5 
24 6.6 2.1 2.1 4.4 4.6 6.6 
25 * * * * * * 

NOTES: 

1. A l l drawdown readings are compared to the average of readings taken 
on January 9, 10, and 13, 1986. 

2. ( ) Number i n brackets i n d i c a t e s a water l e v e l higher than the 
baseline l e v e l (average of January 9, 10, 13). 

3. * I n d i c a t e s a broken guage. 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 
RECOVERY WELL DRAWDOWN MONITORING 

ON-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM 
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND 

( A l l Readings are Recorded i n Feet) 

Well 
No. 9/17/86 10/01/86 10/29/86 

1 * * * 
2 0 0 0 
3 8.0 6.0 6.0 
4 8.2 8.8 10.8 
5 10.2 10.2 12.2 
6 9.7 9.7 7.7 
7 10.2 12.2 10.2 
8 12.0 10.0 10.0 
9 9.0 11.0 9.0 
10 5.0 7.0 5.0 
11 7.0 9.0 11.0 
12 9.7 7.7 15.7 
13 5.0 5.0 13.0 
14 6.0 6.0 12.0 
15 4.0 4.0 8.0 
16 0.2 4.2 4.2 
17 1.2 3.2 5.2 
18 3.7 5.7 5.7 
19 5.5 3.2 5.5 
20 7.8 7.8 1.8 
21 3.3 7.3 7.3 
22 3.8 5.8 9.8 
23 3.5 9.5 7.5 
24 2.6 4.6 4.2 
25 * * * 

NOTES: 

1. A l l drawdown readings are compared t o the average of 
readings taken on January 9, 10, and 13, 1986. 

2. ( ) Number i n brackets i n d i c a t e s a water l e v e l higher 
than the baseline- l e v e l (average of January 9, 10, 13). 

3. * I n d i c a t e s a broken guage. 



FIGURE 2 0015513 

Typical Well Construction Details 

Multi-point Shallow Well Grbundwater Recovery System 

Solvents Recovery Service Of New England 

(See Table 2 for elevations) 
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DISCHARGE LINE ELEVATION 

TOP OF SCREEN ELEVATION 

BEDROCK ELEVATION 

"WELL POINT ELEVATION 

(NOT DRAWN TO SCALE) 
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TABLE 2 
WELL CONSTRUCTION ELEVATIONS 

ON-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM 
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND 

( A l l Elevations L i s t e d i n Feet) 

Well El e v a t i o n 
Number of Well Point 

1 165.60 
2 162.08 
3 146.60 
4 143.88 
5 144.21 
6 142.63 
7 144.21 
8 145.42 
9 143.21 
10 143.00 
11 142.88 
12 140.99 
13 143.05 
14 144.47 
15 143.41 
16 141.17 
17 141.65 
18 141.17 
19 149.45 
20 145.75 
21 143.53 
22 146.43 
23 145.56 
24 146.75 
25 146.37 

Ele v a t i o n 
of Bedrock 

168.85 
165.83 
149.85 
147.49 
146.21 
145.46 
147.04 
148.17 
146.13 
145.83 
145.63 
143.57 
145.97 
147.80 
146.41 
144.42 
144.57 
144.17 
151.70 
148.50 
146.53 
149.68 
149.89 
149.67 
151.20 

Ele v a t i o n 
of Top of 

Well Screen 

175.60 
172.08 
156.60 
153.88 
154.21 
157.63 
154.21 
154.42 
153.21 
153.00 
155.88 
153.99 
153.05 
154.47 
153.41 
151.17 
151.65 
151.17 
159.45 
155.75 
153.53 
156.43 
155.56 
156.75 
156.37 

El e v a t i o n of 
Discharge Line 

177.93 
174.22 
169.81 
164.96 
162.54 
162.05 
161.88 
161.59 
161.88 
162.92 
161.63 
161.99 
162.47 
162.47 
161.58 
161.67 
161.48 
161.84 
161.95 
161.83 
161.03 
160.60 
159.89 
160.08 
159.20 
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° TABLE 3 

WELL CONSTRUCTION ELEVATIONS (AS-BUILT) 
OFF-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM 

SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND 

( A l l Elevations L i s t e d i n Feet) 

Recovery Recovery Recovery Recovery Recovery Recovery 
Well #3 Well #4 Well #5 Well #6 Well M Well #8 SRS-5 SRS-6 

Top of Well Casing 160.14 160.20 160.18 155.89 152.27 152.98 154.30 153.91 
Top of Well Riser NA NA NA NA NA NA 154.23 153.80 
Grade 159.37 159.46 159.07 155.27 151.15 152.13 152.20 151.49 
Top of Well Screen 148.99 148.40 134.53 130.24 144.12 138.76 144.89 121.41 
Bottom of Well Screen 108.01 107.28 103.63 94.06 118.48 68.69 114.89 81.66 

NOTES: 

1) Casing e l e v a t i o n s were measured by YWC, Inc. on November 11, 1986. ( A l l measurements with 
w e l l head/cap o f f ) . 

2) Grade i s defined as the e l e v a t i o n of the ground immediately adjacent to the w e l l . I t should 
be noted th a t s o i l was mounded adjacent to recovery wells 3, 4, 5, and 6. 

3) NA means not a p p l i c a b l e . 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION July 15, 198-7:, 

. i 

Solvents Recovery Service of New Jersey, Inc. 
1200 Sylvan Street 
Linden, New Jersey, 07036 

Atten t i o n : James R. Hulm 

JUL I T1987 

SRS NJ 
Re: DEP/WPC 1131-032 

Town of Southington 
Quinnipiac River Watershed 

Dear Mr. Hulm: 

Pursuant to our phone conversation e a r l i e r today, I have enclosed a copy of 
EPA's comments on the d r a f t permit f o r SRSNE. To be able to address these 
comments the department w i l l require f u r t h e r information on how the d r a f t 
e f f l u e n t l i m i t a t i o n s were derived. Actual calculations w i l l need to be 
submitted. I n ad d i t i o n , SRSNE must submit an explanation of how the recovery 
system w i l l be operated at r i v e r flows below 10 CFS and s t i l l be capable of 
meeting the requirements of the s i t e remediation consent order. 

The present NPDES permit requires SRSNE to perform an in-stream monitoring 
program. This program was to be i n i t i a t e d w i t h i n one month of approval of the 
scope of study. Results of t h i s t e s t i n g were due s i x month fol l o w i n g the 
approval. The Director approved the scope of study December 10, 1986. 

Since some of the t e s t i n g i s contingent on low r i v e r flows i t i s 
understandable that the t e s t i n g could not be performed during high springtime 
flows. I t i s our understanding t h a t t e s t i n g has not yet begun. Since the 
duration of summer time low flow i s l i m i t e d i t i s c r i t i c a l that t h i s tesing 
begin immediately as a year delay w i l l be unacceptable. 

I f you should have any question please c a l l me at 566-5903. 

Sincerely, 

Robert E. Kaliszewski 
Senior Sanitary Engineer 
Water Compliance Unit 

REK/ar 

Enclosure 

cc: Keith Warner, York Wastewater Consultants 

0015516 

Phon :: 

16! Capitol Avenue • Hartford, CVt tic-licul 06106 

An Equal Opportunity imp^ncr 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION I 

J. F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING. BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS 02203 
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rffcCklVtb 
JUL-9 1987 

WATER COMPLIANCE 
"it of Environment' °'nfecf--<" 

Mike Harder, Assistant Director 
Water Compliance Unit 
Connecticut Department Of Environmental Protection 
122 Washington Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Re: Draft NPDES Permit No. CT0023337 
Solvents Recovery Services of New England 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

On June 9, 1987, Lynne Fratus of EPA's Water Division attended 
a meeting with Wesley Winterbottom and Robert Kalzewski of 
your Department. The meeting was organized by Joel Balmat 
EPA's superfund s i t e manager for the Solvents Recovery Services 
s i t e . The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the above 
referenced draft permit and other a c t i v i t i e s such as the RCRA 
permit involved with the s i t e . 

As discussed during the meeting, EPA has several comments on the 
draft permit developed by your office. Attached i s a memo 
outlining these comments. contact me or Lynne at (617)565-3512 
i f you have any further questions. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald Potamis 
Chief, Industrial Permits Section 

/ 
cc: Wesley Winterbottom, CT DEP ^ 

Joel Balmat, EPA Superfund Branch 
Robert B. P. Stevens, GZA 

wm 
JUL I T1987 LI, 

SRS NJ J 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

0015518 
DATE 5 June 16, 1987 

JBJECTs , Comments on Draft Permit f o r Solvents Recovery Services 

TO; Gerald Potamis, Chief, I n d u s t r i a l Permits Section 

This memo o u t l i n e s the comments on the d r a f t permit and the 
development of the e f f l u e n t l i m i t a t i o n s for Solvents Recovery 
Services. 

Derivation of E f f l u e n t L i m i t a t i o n s 

The fa c t sheet attached t o the d r a f t permit developed by the 
DEP states t h a t the l i m i t a t i o n s were established using instream, 
chronic aquatic c r i t e r i a , human health c r i t e r i a or suggested 
no adverse response levels (SNARLs). In cases where no c r i t e r i a 
e x i s t s , the l i m i t was based on best available technology, 
drinking water standards or a n a l y t i c a l laboratory detection 
l i m i t s . This methodology i s s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t than that 
employed by EPA. 

The Clean Water Act requires t h a t , at a minimum, the e f f l u e n t 
l i m i t a t i o n s must r e f l e c t those achievable through the applica
t i o n of the best a v a i l a b l e technology (BAT). I n ad d i t i o n , 
the l i m i t a t i o n s must also s a t i s f y water q u a l i t y requirements. 
Since the Quinnipiac River i s designated f o r the uses of 
protection and propagation of f i s h and f o r primary and second
ary contact r e c r e a t i o n , EPA uses not only the chronic but also 
the acute water q u a l i t y c r i t e r i a to protect t h i s designated 
use. This approach provides complete protection of the 
aquatic organisms. 

The Quinnipiac River also impacts public water supply wells 
for the Town of Southington. Downstream from the proposed 
discharge, the Quinnipiac River recharges, to a c e r t a i n 
extent a number of p u b l i c water supply wells. The cones of 
depression f o r Southington's public water supply wells #4 and 
#6 extend out t o the Quinnipiac River. Wells #4 and 16, 
approximately 1/2 mile downstream from the discharge p o i n t , 
are c u r r e n t l y not i n operation due to contamination. 

Southington w e l l #1 i s located approximately 1 1/2 miles 
downstream, o f f of High S t r e e t , 1000 feet from the Quinnipiac 
River. I t i s a 500 GPM w e l l i n operation 24 hours per day 
during the summer months. Well #l's cone of depression also 
extends out t o the Quinnipiac. 

In l i g h t of the Safe Drinking Water Amendments (SDWA) of 1986, 
which includes the establishment of wellhead pr o t e c t i o n areas 
(SDWA §1428), discharge l i m i t a t i o n s must be established t o 

FROM: Lynne Fratus, I n d u s t r i a l Permits Section 
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<-o cne Quinnipiac River, 
e ^ i n f o r \ ^ ^ would f i r s t c o n s i d e r a n y 

of drinking water standards 9

E P T e n S * a n d a r d s . I n ^ a b s e n c e 
c r i t e r i a with a r i sk f a c t o r ' o f at J e f ^ T • t h ? S U m a n health 
water l i f e time health adv i s^r ie l whf J 3 l n 1 0 ' d r i n k i n g 

• carcinogenic e f fec t s and interim „ 1 ° * d ° n o t t a k e into account 
on reference dose levels for chronic c a l c u l ^ i o n s baseS * 
water standards tend to be less exposure. Drinking 
health cr i t er ia - because they 1 L £ t T n t , t h a n t h e h ™ ™ 
other factors into cons ideat ion d e * e l o £ > e d taking costs and 
neither drinking water standard^' h L " P ? l l u t a n t s which have 
lifetime health advisories or 1 „ L " h e a l t h c r i t e r i a , 

w o u l d e s tab l i sh U n l i t w h i c f a t a ^ i d a n c e calculat ions, 
c n a t a minimum re f l ec t BAT. 

The method used in th#» H»-=«:.. 
l inuts also d i f f e r s from t k J » , 1 eff luent (end of D i M i 
the instrean, c r i t e r i a , . £ P

C 2 £ ? y E f A ' » * 
concentration based efflua^V ?f .c°n«ntration based, to a 
When converting the acuta L "" U s i n 9 a dilution facto? 
the dilution fLiS; r ; r ? , " ' t e r i a ' E P A "Elites 
stream's 7Q10 low f loS and"hS n l f n ? " . ^ " " t l 0 " S u s i n 9 the 
« ! ^ f T 8 r t i n ° t h e <*ronlc c r i t e " i " " « . l m V » Jisch.rge flow. 

3002 low flow a „ d t h e % u ™ S : ^ 0 ^ ^ ^ ; ^ ^ 

The draft permit uses a 7m n i ~ 
average flow of 3 3 cfJ°and an " ° T ° f * '* C f s ' a n a " ™ a l 
at Southington for e f f l u ! n ? ? i 2 ? t i " ? e r r a e d i a t e ' f l ° " of 10.0 cfs 
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A
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• ford, the 7Q10 flow i s Quinnipiac River at a gage in Wallinn 
Interpolating the f lov i n l o u t h i n " ? t h ? 3 0 y 2 f l ™ ^ S u l c l l 
ford using drainage are c f ? c ^ \ ? t 0 n f r 0 m t h e f l o w i « W H ' 
at Southington o f V s ? 3 ° n

f
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understands that the 7Q10 flow of 2 V % s ^ *vely. EPA 
result of a Wasteload Allocation « l * 8 e d l n t n e d r a f t i s a 
municipal discharges. ThiS l ^ ?2f, b ? , y o u r o f f i c e for 
due to numerous groundwater^ d?v*r C
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ratio between the 30Q2 an"\ lolo f^w ? ? - t h e 3 0 0 2 f l ° " - The 

Si: crisis ^B^^^^ 
reguests. I n c o n c l „ . i ^ ^ ^ « « ^ 
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would use a 7Q10 flow of 2.2 cfs and a 30Q2 flow of 4.4 cfs 
for effluent limitation development. 

Attachment B tabulates the c r i t e r i a and the calculated limits 
based on the c r i t e r i a for a l l the pollutants limited in the 
permit. Although EPA questions the derivation of the inter
mediate flow of 10.0 cfs, for consistency and comparison to 
the draft permit limts this value was used for calculations 
involving the more average low flow ( i . e . for a l l calculations 
except in converting the acute aquatic c r i t e r i a ) . EPA choses 
the most stringent limit required between the aquatic water 
quality c r i t e r i a , drinking water requirements and those 
achievable through the application of the best available 
technology (BAT)(see also the comment on BAT). The concentration 
based limits which would be established by EPA were converted 
to mass based limits for comparison to those in the proposed 
draft. As seen in the table, several of the limits in the 
draft permit exceed those established using EPA's methodology. 

The discrepancies between the limits proposed in the draft 
permit and those calculated using EPA's methodology are 
questionable. Assumptions were made in the development of 
the draft permit limits which would appear to give more r e s t r i c 
tive limits than those calculated using EPA's methodology. 
Due to a lack of data, EPA assumed that the background concent
ration was zero for a l l pollutants. The limits in the draft 
permit were calculated with a conservative assumption that 
the background concentration for each pollutant was 1 ppb. 
In addition, the limits in the draft permit were calculated 
using human health c r i t e r i a and SNARL numbers or drinking 
water standards when these were not available. As stated 
above, EPA gave priority to the drinking water standards and 
used human health c r i t e r i a when there wasn't a drinking water 
standard. Since drinking water standards tend to be less 
stringent than human health c r i t e r i a , i t would seem that in 
some cases the draft permit would have tighter limits. 
Furthermore, the limits in the draft permit were calculated 
using 25% of the river's allocation. The numbers tabulated 
using EPA's methodology were calculated with 100% of the 
river's allocation. 

Since there seems to be several discrepancies between the limits 
established in the draft permit and those developed using EPA's 
"-.^thodology, further information and j u s t i f i c a t i o n of the 
derivation of the limits in the proposed draft i s needed before 
the draft permit i s approved by EPA. 

Best Available Technology 

As stated above, the Clean Water Act requires the permitting 
authority to establish effluent limitations which, at a 
minimum, are achievable through the application of the best 
available technology. EPA has aot promulgated guidelines 



- 4 - 1 
0015521 
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From this diagram, i t i s evident that some constituents, such as 
the well overflow and miscellaneous package dripping, have 
not been included in the appropriate permitted outfalls. 

Item #4 on page 6 requires the stormwater collected in the diked 
f a c i l i t i e s be introduced into the groundwater treatment system. 
This provision should be c l a r i f i e d by adding stormwater to the 
l i s t of constituents from outfall 001A. A provision should 
also be added requiring sampling during a storm event. 

Item #3 on page 5 i s unclear. I t states that " I f permit 
requirements .are met for one quarter, the frequency of monitor
ing shall be reduced to monthly until 75% of the permit 
effluent limitations are reached". This implies that as 
long as the permittee i s meeting 75% of the effluent limitations f 

they w i l l only be required to monitor on a monthly basis? The 
last part of the sentence ( u n t i l 75% ...) should be removed. 

Summary 

The draft permit developed for Solvents Recovery Services of 
New England in Southington by the Connecticut DEP i s unacceptable 
to the EPA. The derivation of the effluent limits i s not 
consistent with EPA's derivation. According to the Clean Water 
Act, at a minimum the f a c i l i t y must be required to meet limits 
which reflect those achievable through the application of the 
best available technology. SRSNE proposes to use steam and 
air stripping to treat their wastewater. This type of technology 
i s capable of achieving greater than 90% removal and SRSNE 
should be required to achieve this efficiency. In addition, 
the CWA requires that the discharge does not violate water 
quality standards. Thus the limits must protect both aquatic 
organisms and human health. Therefore, EPA recommends that the 
limits should be at least as stringent as those found in 
Attachment B. Limits less stringent than these need further 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n for EPA approval. 
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METHODOLOGY FOR EFFLUENT LIMITATION DEVELOPMENT 

Mass Balance: Qece + Qr cr = Q i c i 

Where: Qe = e f f l u e n t flow 
C e = concentration of p o l l u t a n t i n e f f l u e n t 
Qr = r i v e r flow 
C r = concentration of p o l l u t a n t i n e f f l u e n t 
Qj = r i v e r flow downstream from discharge 

= (Q e + Qr> 
Ci = concentration of p o l l u t a n t instream 

a f t e r d i l u t i o n , equal to EPA c r i t e r i a 

Assumptions: 1. C r = 0 

2. During c r i t i c a l conditions 

Qe = Qmax = 0.235 mgd 
Qr = Q7Q10 = 2 » 2 c f s = 1-42 mgd 

3. During average conditions 

Qe = Qav = 0.235 mgd 
Qr ~ Q30Q2 = 10.0 cfs = 6.46 mgd 

Resulting Equation: C e = (Q P + Q r ) x 
Qe 

Sample Calculation: Benzene 

1. Acute aquatic instream c r i t e r i a = 5300 ug/1 
2. Chronic " " " = No data 
3. Drinking Water Standard = 5 ug/1 
4. Human Health at 10~5 r i s k = 6.6 ug/1 

Daily Maximum Limit = (5300 ug/l)x(0.235 + 1.42) = 37 mg/1 
0.235 

Monthly Average Limit = (5 ug/l)x(0.235 + 6.46) = 0.14 mg/1 
0.235 

EPA would establish the l i m i t based on the drinking water 
standard of 0.14 mg/1. 

Converting this concentration based limit to a mass l i m i t : 

(0.14 mg/1)(0.235 mgd)(3785 mj/day)(1000^1)( 1 kg ) = 0.12 kg/day 
1 mgd 1 mJ . 1x106 mg 
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TABULATION OF EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

(1) Instream acute aquatic water quality c r i t e r i a . 

(2) Effluent limitation necessary to meet acute water quality c r i t e r i a , 

(3) Instream chronic water quality c r i t e r i a . 

(4) Effluent limitation necessary to meet chronic water quality c r i t e r i a , 

(5) Drinking water "standards. 

a. Existing maximum contaminant level (MCL) 
b. Proposed maximum contaminant level (PMCL) 
c. Proposed maximum contaminant level goal (PMCLG) 
d. Existing MCL for total trihalomethanes 
e. Life time health advisory 
f. Interim guidance calculations based on reference dose levels 

for chronic exposure. 
g. Cancer risk levels at 1 in 10 5 risk. 

(6) Effluent limitation necessary to meet drinking water standards. 

(7) Human health c r i t e r i a at 1 in l x l O 5 risk. 

(8) Effluent limitation necessary to meet the human health c r i t e r i a . 

(9) Effluent limitation established by EPA, concentration based. 

(10) Effluent limitation established by EPA, mass based. 

(11) Effluent limitation established in draft permit, mass based. 

(12) Must base limit on human health c r i t e r i a at 10" 5 r i s k . 

(13) -Must base limit on drinking water standards. 

(14) Must base l i m i t on acute aquatic water quality c r i t e r i a . 

(15) Must base limit on chronic aquatic water quality c r i t e r i a . 

NC No established c r i t e r i a 
* Human health c r i t e r i a based on toxicity data without calculation 

of risk. 

NOTE; EPA does not have enough information on the influent concent
rations to the treatment f a c i l i t i e s to establish effluent 
limitations based on BAT at 90% removal. I f the limits based 
on BAT are more stringent than those tabulated, EPA would 
establish them instead. 



TABULATION OF EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 
Page 2 of 4 

Pollutant 

Acetone 

Acrolein 

Acrylonitrile 

Barium 

Benzene 

Brcmcmethane ' 

Bromoform 

Butyl Acetate 

Carbon Tetrachloride 

Monochlorobenzene 

Chloroe thane 

Chloromethane 

2-Chlorovinylether 

Chloroform 

Chromium 

Combined Halonethanes 

Copper 

238000 1676 

NC 

16 0.11 

11000 77 

j 6.5 0.046 



TABULATION OF EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 
Page 3 of 4 

Methyl Isobutyl 
Ketone 

Nickel 

4-Nitrophenol 

Phenol 

Tetrachloroethane 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Tetrahydrofuran 

111.1-Trichloroethane 

1.1.2-Trichloroethane 

Trichloroethylene 

Trichlorofluoromethan 

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 

Toluene 

Vinyl Chloride 

Xylenes 

1/1-Dichloroethane 



TABULATION OF B B 1 M U M I T m o N S 

Pollutant 

1,2-Dichloroethane 

l/l-Dichloroe'thylene 

Trans 1,2-Dichloro-
r,o i ethylene 
Cis 1,3-Dichloro-

T r . a _ , „ propene 
Trans 1,3-Dichloro-
I o rw L , propene 
1/2-Dichlorcpropane 

2,4-Dimethyl phenol 

2r4-Dinitrotoluene 

l#4-Dioxane 

Ethylbenzene 

Hexachloroethane 

Isopnorone 

Lead 

Isopropyl Alcohol 

Methylene Chloride 

Methyl Ethyl Ketone 

Iron 

(I) (2) 
_ug/l ma/1 

™ / l | ua/1 mn/1 (1U) 
iSQ/dav U<g/dav ' 

P a ye 4 of 4 

COMMENT 

C 
© 
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TABLE 1 
SRS COOLING TOWER 

T R E A T A B I L I T Y STUDY 
WEIX KKTER S P I K E D WITH V O L A T I L E ORGAHICS* 

0015528 

Methylene Chloride 

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 

Trichloroethylene 

Toluene 

Influent 
(ppb) 

11,350.S 

9,252.5 

6,702.0 

3,041.0 

Thursday, Hay 26, 1983 
feed Rate SO qpa 

Blowdown 
(ppb) 

201.85 
(15) 

102.8 
(180) 

78.9 
(IS) 

7.95 
(600) 

Removal 

98.2 

98.9 

98.8 

99.7 

Influent 
(ppb) 

11,502.0 

16,049.5 

14,064.5 

8,333.5* 

rrlfray. May 27, 1983 
Teed Rate 25 opm 

Slowdown 
(ppb) 

136.43 
(15) 

99.8 
(1B0) 

108.83 
(15) 

57.33 
(600) 

% 

Removal 

98.8 

99.4 

99.2 

99.4 

Itfell water vat spiked with contaminants shown in table above. 

TABLE 2 
SRS WELL WATER AS IS FRDH 
ON-SITE PRODUCTION WELL 

Wednesday, Kay 2S, 1983 
feed Rate 50 opt* 

InfluentBlowdown 

Methylene Chloride 

1,1-Trlcbloroethylene 

1,1-Trlchloroethane 

Trans 1,2-Trlchloroethylen* 

1,1,1-Trlehlor'oethane 

Trlchloroethylene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Ethylbenzene 

( p p b ) 

126.8 

157.9 

27.9 

760.1 

2,123 

476.4 

256.6 

27.3 

11.6 

(IS) 

<10 

<10 

44.8 
112.9 
(180) 

31.8 
(IS) 

13.7 
(12) 

<10 

Removal 

90.8 

100 

100 

94.1 

94.7 

93.3 

S>4.7 

100 

Influent 
(ppb) 

101.1 

146.5 

23,9 

583.9 

1,608 

363.7 

169.7 

<10 

Tuesday, May 24, 1983 
Teed Rate 25 gpm 

Slowdown 
,'PP»». 

<10 
(IS) 

<10 

<10 

<10 

12.8 
(180) 

17.7 
(IS) 

18.3 
(12) 

<10 

% 
Removal 

100 

100 

100 

100 

99.2 

95.1 

89.2 

100 
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T ^ n o ( o ^ > „ ^ M J J ^ Q C TOX. end TOXFP • 1 * 6 6 . 

Coca pound 

rii l i Dichloroethene 
Trichloroethene 
Tetrachlornclhenc 
Toluene 
Ethyl benzene 
Xylenea* 
Vinyl chloride 
TOX (as CI) 
TOXFP ( u CD 

Averaf: Influent 
CooceaCratlaa 

MX/I. 

824 
724 
59.6 
304 
5.1 

164 
84 

1734 
8464 

*Sum of m. o, and P isomers 

Average Effluent 
Concentration 

t t / L 

2.6 
1.4 
046 
0.94 

0 5 
0.60 

< 4 
644 

10924 

Removal 

968 
98.0 
98.4 
96.9 

96.4 

610 
-22.5 

TABLE 3 
Summary o/optimized parameter** 

VOC 

Carbon tetrachloride 

TetrachJoroethylene 

Trichlorceihylene 

l.I.l-Tnchlor of thane 

Chloroform 

Removal 
Efficiency 

ptmnl 

90 
99 
99.9 
99.99 
90 
99 
994 
99.99 
90 
99 
994 
9949 
90 
99 
99.9 
99.99 
90 
99 
99.9 
99.99 

Treatancnt Coat 
S/lOOOgml (37&5L) 

1 mgd (3785 m»/d) 2 mgd (7570 mVd) 

4.48 
741 

11.13 
14.44 
4.43 
7.72 

11.00 
14.27 
4.70, 
840 

12.00 
15.66 
4.92 
8.86 

12.82 
16.77 
6.19 

11.40 
16.29 
22.90 

340 
547 
8.43 

10.99 
346 
5.80 
843 

10.85 
3.98 
649 
9.11 

11.92 
3.74 
6.68 
9.73 

13.79 
4.73 
8.70 

12.58 
16.41 

Air-to* Water 
Ratio 

(vol/vol) 

a 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
26 
26 
26 
26 
45 
40 
40 
40 
45 
50 
50 
50 

Water Loading 

47-51(32-35) 
484 (33.0) 
47.0(32.0) 
47.0(32.0) 

44-51(30-35) 
47.0(32.0) 
484(33.0) 
484(334) 
40.4 (274) 
40.4(274) 
40.4(774) 
40.4 (274) 
40.4 (275) 
40.4 (27.5) 
40.4 (275) 
40.4(274) 
30.1 (204) 
254(174) 
254(174) 
254(174) 

Packing Height 

film) 
84(25) 

16.4 (5.0) 
24.6(75) 
35.0(10.7) 
84 (25) 

16.4 (5.0) 
24 6(75) 
35.0(10.7) 
85(2.6) 

175 (5.4) 
264 (8.0) 
36.0(11.0) 
9.; 04) 

18.7 (5.7) 
28.8(8.8) 
38.7 (11.8) 
95(2.9) 

195(5.9) 
294 (8.9) 
39.7(12.1) 

•A'je estimates based on Onda's correlation for 2-in. (50 ? mm) packing-, system temperature— S9"F (15*0 

e 

CONTROL TECHNOLOGY SUr^RY FOR STEAM STRIPPING 

ro"u tan t 

C l a s s i c a l po l lu tants , * 9 / L : 
COO -
TOC 

Toxic po l lu tants , u j / L : 
CMorofona 
1,2-Dichiorotthane 
I, 2-Trant-dicnlorotthylene 
Methylene chlor ide 
I, 1 ,2 ,2- letrachloroe trtane 
TetracMoroathylene 
1,1, l -Tr ichlorotthane 
I, 1,2-1 richioroethane 
T r ichIo rotthyIane 

Oata points 
PI lot tea I t fu l l »caie 

Effluent concentration 
Ranoe Keaian 

Removal trriciencv. I 
Ranee Wee .»n 

T7 - 9,600 

«0 
22 
NO 

90,000 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

65.000 
*.»ES 
I.3E6 
JEJ 
78.000 
6,aoo 
200 
5*. 000 

170 
2X0 

NO 
42,000 
•6,000 

I JO,000 
33,000 

NO 
42.000 

NO 
NO 

79 

«9 - >99 
70 - 99 
9 - >99 
5» - 67 
99 - >99 
»7 - >99 

96 
23 

>99 
>99 

59 
55 

>99 
96 
99 
81 
99 
>99 
9 

>99 
61 

Blanks indicate eata not availaoie. 
NO, not detacteO. 
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S T A T E OF C O N N E C T I C U T 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

RECEIVED 
19, 1987 February 

" CT & ME 
Mr. John Weischel • WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
Town Manager 
Town of Southington 
Southington, Ct„ 

Dear Mr. Weischel' 

Pursuant to our recent conversation, enclosed please find the proposed 
NPDES permit for the Solvents Recovery Service facility and the methodology 
proposed by their consultant to arrive at permit limits. I have taken the 
liberty of forwarding a copy to Tim Taylor of GZA. 

Please distribute it to appropriate local officials. I will contact you 
shortly to arrange a meeting to discuss its contents. 

Sincerely yours, 

Wesley L. Winterbottom 
Principal Sanitary Engineer 
WATER COMPLIANCE UNIT 

WLW/pc 

Ehc. 

Phone: f 



_NPDES PERMIT 

*o:e£° 3

R6ervery <* *» ^u„d. I n c . 
Lazy Lane 
Southington, Conn. 06489 

0015531 

1 '\i b 10 
SCJTH;:;.::\ 

Re: DEP/WPC-131_032 
Town of Southington 
Quinnipiac River Watershed pennit i 3 l s s u p r 1 , — p i a c R i v e r 

r ^ 7 ^ 6 , Commissioner of P W „ , . 
pcraraissioner") has ftum* ? \ . "^ron 
system installed f o ^ S ? ^ " a n , 
the state f r 4 ^ t ^ . t r e a t f f l e < * of 

foteciion (hereinafter » t h e 

f ^ permit tS 
Protect the waters of 

Recovery ^ f c e T f ^ J f ^ b v f 

nor>-c 0 n t a c t cooling water I n c - to d S M r g W ^ * ^ 1 3 Event s 

The wastewater shall be c 17 * 

conditions specified 
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Discharge Serial No. 001 
Description: Recovered groundwater (on-site and off-site systems) non-

contact steam condensate, diked and non-diked stormwater, 
co/rfaCT steam condensate, well overflow, boiler blowdownfsr \̂t>c. pĉ k 

(Code 1090000) dripp'\A< 
Receiving Stream: Quinnipiac River •Basin Code • 
Present/Future Water Quality Standard: Bc/Bc 
Average Daily Flow: 236,000 gallons per day 

B. Discharge Serial No. 001A 
Description - Recovered groundwater (on-site and off-site recovery 

systems),contact steamg-o^Ag^cvW. a'ĝ cOg.W OOZA\ t^cOj <\r\ 
Average Daily Flow - 235,000 gallons per day <i\Vije<\ s W ^ t o ^ - t ^ 0 f i-CN 

Maximum Dally 
Parameter Code Quantity 

•Acetone 
Acrolein 
Acrylonitrile 
•Barium 
Benzene 
BrotDomethane 
Brcmofona 
•Butyl Acetate 
Carbon Tetrachloride 
Chlorobenzene 
Chloroethane 
Chlorxaethane 
2-ChlorcJSTnylether 
Chloroform 
•Chromium I I I 
Combined Halcrnethanes 
•Copper 
Cyclohexane 
DibraK)chlorcH>ethane 
1.1- Dichloroethane 
1.2- Dichloroethane 
1.1- Dichloroethylene 
•Trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene 
1.2- Dichloropropane 
Cis-1,3-Dichloropronene 
Trans-1,3-Dichlorv>propene • 
•2,4-Dimethyl phenol 
•2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
1,4-Dioxane » 
Ethyl Benzene 
•Hexachloroethane 
•Isophorone 
•Isopropyl Alcohol 
•Iron 
•Lead' 
•Methylene Chloride 
•Methyl Ethyl Ketone 

851 
797 
780 
104 
855 
425 
424 
856 
426 
427 
429 
600 
466 
430 
109 
600 
111 
600 
428 
441 
447 
443 
445 
446 
450 
451 
822 
600 
890 
863 
455 
600 
600 
.113 
114 
-454 
870 

15.3 kg/day 
0.13 kg/day 
0.67 kg/day 
6.13 kg/day 
0.77 kg/day 
•• See Combined Holomethanes 
0.10 kg/day 
Q«!9 kg/day 
0i 

ined Holomethanes 

0.31F kg^y 
0.27 kg/day 
0.30 kg/day 
0.13 kg/day 
0.19 kg/day 
•• See Combined Holomethanes 
4.65 kg/day 
4.65 kg/day 
0.035 kg/day 
0.71 kg/day 
0.95 kg/day 
1.49 kg/day 
1.49 kg/day 
0.13 kg/day 
1.41 kg/day 
1.52 kg/day 
1.96 kg/day 
3.31 kg/day 
7.17 kg/day 
38.4 kg/day 
9.2 kg/day 
0.10 kg/day 
0.48 kg/day 
38.4 kg/day 
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•Methyl Isobutyl Ketone 
•Nickel 
•4-Nitrophenol 
•Phenol 
1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 
•Tetrachloroethylene 
Tetrahydrofuran 
1.1.1- Trichloroethane 
1.1.2- Trichloroethane 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluororaethane 
•2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
Toluene 
Vinyl Chloride 
Xylenes 
•Zinc 

869 
119 
829 
821 
461 
458 
600 
460 
600 
462 
466 
468 
825 
881 
884 
127 

3.82 kg/day . 
0.34 kg/day 
0.92 kg/day 
15.7 kg/day 
0.20 kg/day 
5.15 kg/day 
8.80 kg/day 
5.75 kg/day 
0.80 kg/day 
1.54 kg/day 
•• See Combined Haloraethanes 
5.94 kg/day 
3.06 kg/day 
10.0 kg/day 
1.92 kg/day 
9.60 kg/day 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

C. 

The pH of the discharge shall not be less than 6.0 or greater than 9-0 
(Code 609). 

The discharge shall not contain or cause in the receiving stream a 
visible oi l sheen or floating salids. 

loration or foaming in the 
as provided in the 

amended. 

The discharge shall not cause 
receiving waters beyond any/ 
"Connecticut Water Quality _ 

The temperature of the discharge shSiVn« Zncre/k the temperature of 
the receiving stream above 8*>F or ra^e^r the/normal temperature of 
the receiving stream more than 4 F beyond anjf zone of influence as 
provided in the "Connecticut Water Quality Standards and Criteria" as 
amended. 

(Parameters with a • only) - The air stripping discharges shall be 
required to not exceed the maximum daily mass values specified above. 

(Parameters without • only) - The air stripping discharges shallbe^a 
required to meet the maximum daily mass values specified above^w'Cne 
removal of TVO must be greater than 68%. TVO is defined as al l 
compounds without • . * \ % ^ ^ ^ 

Discharge Serial No. 001A1 
Description - Contact Steam Condensate 
Average Daily Flow - 5,000 gallons per day 

Discharge Serial No. 001A2 
Description - Recovered on-site groundwaters, well overflow (treated 

by air stripping). 
Average Daily Flow - 30,000 gallons per day 

r 

WAR 

1 .. 1 \ « _ ; • ' 

\ 0 \33T 
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E. 
by air 

F. 

Discharge Serial No. 00J.A3

 o r r g l t e gr0Undwater3 (treated 
Description - ^ ^ ^ ' ^ J ^ ^ ^ r o n J X . 

Average Dally Flow -200,000 gallons per day. 

Discharge Serial No. 00TB c o n d e n s a t e , miscellaneous packing 
Description - * « ^ % ? £ r blowdown, stormwater runoff. 
Average Daily 000 gallons per day 

3-

Average uaixy • >— - ^ 

T » C h a r g e 3 3^11 be ^ ' ^ ' i S 

A. Discharge 
Discharge 
Discharge 
Discharge 
Discharge 

Serial No. 001A1 (Effluent) 
Serial No. 001A2 ( f £tf3nt) 
Serial No. 001A2 U n ' l u 3 r * > 
Serial No. 001A3 (Effluent) 
Serial No. 001A3 (Influsnt) 

Parameter̂  

Acetone 
Acrolein 
Acrylonitrile 
Benzene 
Brcmomethane 
Bromofonn 
Butyl Acetate 
Carbon Tetrachloride 
Chlorobenzene 
Chloroethane 
Chlorcmethaiie 
2-Chlorovinylether 
Chloroform A 
Combined Holomethanes 
Cyclohexane 
Dibromochloromethane 
1,1-Dichloroethane 
1 2-Dichloroethane 
1.1- Dichloroethylene 
r'ans-1,2-Dichloroethyle 
1.2- Dichloropropane 
Cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 
Trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 
1,U-Dioxane 
Ethyl Benzene 
Hexachloroethane 
Isophorone 
Isopropyl Alcohol 
Methylene Chloride 
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 
Methyl Isobutyl Ketone 

Code 

Minimum Frequency 
of Sampling 

Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 

perUKfith 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 

sample Type 

Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 



3 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
Tetrahydrcfuran 
1 i,i-Trichloroethane 
1'1,2-Trichloroethane 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluorcmethane 
Toluene 
Vinyl Chloride 
Xylenes 

4SS 
461 
600 
460 
600 
462 
466 
825 
881 
884 

Twice per 
Twice per 
Twice par 
Twice per 
Twice per 
Twice per 
Twice per 
Twice per 
Twice per 

month 
month 
month 
month 
month 
month 
month 
month 
month 

site 
"Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
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t i finu (Code •) and the number of 

«> i^ss#(Srf) - o f ^ple colleoUon- ^ 
( 2 ) m s t o r i n g r « * . ^ t c ^ e f f ^ ^ ^ 

s £ c u 3 d above shall . ^ ^ J J J J S systems and an explanation of 
achieved by the £ \ % £ r i 2 being exceeded. 
why the maximum kilograms per uaj, 

Tf oermit requirements are met for ^ I j ^ l j ! ^ ^ ^ 
(3) I f permit requir«j d t monthly.-ttnt*t c l

t y T freauency of 
> monitoring shall be ^ ° u c e . u ^ 1 l A u < n g violation, the rrequen ŷ u 

V ^ ' * * i i ^ i * * * * * * * - ^ ^ ^ m t i l the permit is met 
4 1 samplinglhall revert b a c k ^ O ^ % 7 f e u M again be reduced to 

for one quarter, at which** 

(4) 

(5) 

monthly. fc# J I # f e f n u e n t loading for 
Tf the influent loading drops J L rgquency of the influent 
3 consecutive readings, then ^ . ^ T v e n F t h e r e i s a subsequent 

1 reduced to monthly. In the evenu loadings, the 
S S r i v i ? i ^ S r S - n t loading abo« ^ ^ ^ " i n f l ^ n t loading 

readings. . ^ f t h e permitted 
When measured effluent loadings ^ | J £ £ ! sampling frequency for 
^ , J n t loading for four consecutive ^ ^ ^ ' T T T L event that there 
e fSSnt saTplel shall be reduced to, ^ h l y . Y £ n t T t o a b o v e 

is a subsequent increase in .loatt* » ^ ^ effluent 
ne%r4vioqus sampling loading for four 

loading again drops below iu> 
consecutive readings. 

j s^'li VNCTON WATER DEFT, j 



B. Discharge Serial No. 001A (Combined Effluent) 
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Parameter 

Barium 
Chromium I I I 
Copper 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 

jfr <Kcxaohloroethary»— 
l-Ioophorone-

Iron 
Lead 
Nickel 
4-Nitrophenol 
Phenol 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
Zinc 

Code 

104 
109 
111 
822 
600 
-455-
666-
113 
114 
119 
829 
821 
468 

Minimum Frequency 
of Sampling 

Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 

Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 
Twice 

per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
-par month 

aonth-•pap-
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 
per month 

Sample Type 

Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 

-Composite-
Compô l fft-
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 

(3) 

(1) The permittee shall record the total flow (Code •) and the number of 
hoursof discharge (Code •) for each day of sample collection. 

(2) If permit requirements are met for one quarter, the frequency of 
( } monitoring Thkll be reduced toj^bly uiitU TA 

e f f i « e » £ ^ U t l o n t nre r ™ j f f l g & ^ * violation, the 
frequency of sampling shall revefi i f e g A » ? t f J t i ^ ^ } n 5 
permit is met ft* one quarter, ^ J ^ W ^ m ^ ^ W ^ ^ 

When measured effluent loadings fal l b e l A # 0 S # f the Permitted 
effluent loading for four consecutive readings, sampling frequency [ o r 

efSulSt sample! shall be . reduced to monthly. In the event that there 
is a subsequent increase in effluent loading in a month to aboveMO*, 
the previous sampling frequency shall be reinstated until effluent 

* / ioadinT again dr/pT below 10* of permitted loading for four 
consecutive readings. 

Stormwater collected in diked facilities shall be introduced into the 
frou^water treatment system for treatment. Storm water from non-diked 
areas shall be managed in accordance with the engineering report submitted 
by Solvents Recovery Service and approved by this Department on October 3, 
1979. 
_ ^ ^ v f p - 9 hall bv submit for the review and 
X r S i f o ? t h ^ n i s s i o n e r , the results of the in-stream water quality 
s t S S r ^ h Veport shall 'include recommendations, ^ ^ s s a r y for 
provision of a higher degree of treatment and/or process modifications. 

«. < f f M o H a V I h w submit for the review and 
6 * 2 S r S S ? J i S - U S salifications for the provision of any required higher 

degree of treatment and/or proces's modifications. 

hZo ^ounk (See 3. A- ~ V«\e. 4). \s ^ 

" 4. 

V * > ' 5. 
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. verify to the Commissioner 
7 - S a ^ o t ^ c t ^ of̂ any required additional treat«nt facilltle, and/or 

process modifications has been started. 
u n K« verify to the Commissioner 

8 > T h l t ^ t r a c u ™ of'any required additional treatment facilities and/or 
process modifications has been completed. 

0 -The effluent limitations specified ln paragraph 2 above are valid for such 
9. ™ " I ^ " ; " 7 L , t h a Town of Southington Is not actively utilizing town 

^ >I ^ t T P o r i r i m ^ w a t e r supply. I f the Town of Southington 
wells tt and «b lor orinra.ng t h i T Deoartnent of their Intent to 
serves notification « ^ thfpTrmitUe shall demonstrate 
SThelaUs^ctfonor tte ^ sXoner within 6?days of such notification to the! satisfaction oi vne w exceedanoe of any 
t t e L ? h ^ o l a t f l e O r g a S ^ i c a T A c U o n Uvels In the well production 
water If « 2 * J S l S 5 S ? that any applicable V o l a t i l e ^ ? ^ 
SeScal Action Uvels may be exceeded, the fermittee , S ! f t U j ^ g y & 

^ T a l i s ^ 

s t r i S n t l m G e n t ^ & i o T n e S s s a r y Jensur. acceptable water quality 
in the town wells. fe^l 

KJ[K a ff£^rd53*ir«t~ vear of operation 
10. The permittee shall, on a ^ ^ 1 * ^ g M ^ y W s t M %tot groundwater 

of the on-site and ° 5 ; a " % 8 ™ ^ ^ Protection a 
recovery system, submit t o _ t ^ f ^ J ^ | | r

n ^ I ^ l r e c e e d i r i g three 
report which summarized the * K T * oroDose any 

adherence to the e " i U ^ n „ t o f operation that the treatment 
determined at the end of the. l ^ ^ i ^ n uent limi tat ions of this permit, 

facilities. 

^ P 5 k ° < * £ ^ ^ purpose of 

12. tfnen the treatment system influent " ^ g ^ t ^ M 
permitted effluent levels, a ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ c i e n c i e s required, approval of the Commissioner evaluating the removal efficiency 

\4 
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in 
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~.<. ~™,ft shall be considered as the permit required by Section 102 of 
the S d e r a ^ t a U r ^ h u ^ l o n X t r o l Act aM lection 22a-430 of the Connecticut 
General Statutes and shall expire on 

Tnis permit shall be subject to the following Sections of the Regulations 
of Connecticut State Agencies which are hereby incorporated into this permit. 

Section 22a-H30-3 General Conditions 

(a) Definitions* 
(b) General 
(c) Inspection and Entry 
(d) Effect of a Permit 
(e) Duty to Comply 
(f) Proper Operation and Maintenance 
(g) Sludge Disposal 
(h) Duty to Mitigate 
(i) Facility Modifications; Notificatio 
(j)Monitoring, Records and Reporting R 
(k)Bypass 
(l)Conditions Applicable to POTWs 
(m)Effluent Limitation Violations (Upsets) 
(n)Enforcement 
(0) Resource Conservation 
(p)Spill Prevention and Control 

' (q)Instrumentation, Alarms, Flow Recorders 
(r)Equalization 

22a->*n0-4 Procedures and Criteria 

(a) Duty to Apply 
(b) Duty to Reapply 
•(c)Application Requirements „ 
(1) Establishing Effluent Limitations and Conditions 
(m)Case by Case Determinations 
(o)Permit Transfer 
(q)Variances 
(r)Secondary Treatment Requirements 
(s)Treatment Requirements for Metals and Cyanide 
(t)Discharges to POTWs - Prohibitions 
•except as superseded by the following definitions. 
"Prab Sample Average" means the arithmetic average of a l l grab sample 
aSvses for tte dafof sample collection. Grab samples shall be collected 
f t l e S t once every four hours over a full operating day for as long as the 
d U S S 5 » ^ T 2 that day (minimum of two grab samples per day). 
"Maximum Daily Concentration" means the maximum concentration as measured 
in a daily composite sample or grab sample average. 
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o the average concentration of a 

„ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^i^T^SS*^"*4, 2. S f e = ' - K i C U t °ene 
a o e n d ? another requirements of theJ^Wjtnfev then applicable. 

Entered as a Pennit of the Co-issic 

"Stanley J* V** 
Commissioner 

State Application No.1 

NPDES CT* 

l'J ..uw-URCLtt. 
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m t CTFu]Hrr DISCARGB LIMITS 

. g ^ ^ S ^ s s j B H S t M S J S f c ^ n a COMPLIANCE W 

A fin. of the 3RSNK Facil-

the Quinnipiac b e o o t e d that some o ^ 

" ^ f b e V n devefopea by the ^ j Z t ^ r l l exist,, 
r^enc, or -any compounds I . l o g y . drlnkl»« water 

allocation oi 25* oi 
l i m i t S * v«-„* water quality 

h r o n i c standard, are based upo. ~ a q t t a U 6 

M?»te no. between the 7Q10 e.tabllshed by the 
Intermediate i±o lntermedlate tlo» »" «*' h r l T e r 

1 1 O . (31.32 el.).• ^ r t n l c c r l t e r l e . M t h« " " ^ r . based 

amount. F°r n«it for parameter* t 

• f - 1U beVedu^d \o 70* o, permitted «lu. ft* 
criteria * U » 4

 f l o w l n ( I at 7 o». 

Human heaUh *° 

r 6 c o n ^ i n a t e d a.uatlc o ^ " ^ . . ^ ^ ^ 

r 1th c r i t e r i a .ere obtained f r o . ^ a ^ c { s > 

ditions . I t * e x t r e m e l y conservative 
Quinnipiac River . 0015540 
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annlicability since this reach of the river is not utilized for 
^creaUonal'purposes where large quantities of water or fish 
could be ingested on a regular basis over a lifetime. 

The Suggested No Adverse Response Levels (SNARLs) for chronic 
exposure were derived from the Acceptable Daily Intake values 
computed by the National Academy of Sciences. SNARLs assume 
total exposure from drinking water for a 10 kilogram child con
suming 1 li t e r of water per day.. The river flow used in con-
junction with SNARL criteria is the average annual flow of 
31.32 cfs, since SNARLs are also based upon average condl-
tions. 

The developed discharge limits are summarized in Table 1. and 
are based upon methodology developed by the DEP. Any varia
tions from this basic methodology are noted in Table 1. 

W W I 01987 



TABLE 1 
EFFLUENT DI8CHARGE LIBIT8 

SOLVENT8 RECOVERY SERVICE OF HEW ERGLARD 
SCO THI KG TOW f OORRECTICOT 

DISCHARGE 001 
(LIKIT8 IB EILflOMtm^DAT) 

Parameter 

Acetone 

Acrolein 

Acrylonitrile 

Barium 

Benzene 

Bromomethane 

Bromoform 

Butyl Acetate 

Carbon Tetrachloride 

Chlorobenzene 

Chloroethane 

Chlorometbane 

2-Chlorovinylether 

Chloroform 

Chromium 

Combined Halometbanes 

Copper 

Cyclobezane 

Dlbromocbloromethane 

Discharge 
Limit 

15.3 

0.13 

0.67 

6.13 

0.77 

• 

0.10 

0.19 

0.13 

6.31 

0.94 

0.75 

0.30 

0.27 

0.30 

0.13 

0.19 • * 

Comments 

Best Available Technology 
(No Establiehed Criteria) 

Used SNARL Instead of 
Human Health Criteria 

Used Detectable Limit (No 
Established Criteria) 

Osed Detectable Limit (No 
Established Criteria) 

Osed Chronic Criteria, 
Not Human Health Criteria 

Best Available Technology 
(No Established Criteria) 

Osed Detectable Limit (No 
Established Criteria) . 



TABLB 1 (Continued) 
EFFLUENT DI8CHARGE LIMITS? 

SOLVENT8 RECOVERY SERVICE OF IOTP ENGLAND 
BOOTH I KG TON, COEINECTICUT 

DISCHARGE 001 
(LIMIT8 IN KILOGRAE8/DAT) 

Parameter 

Uethyl Isobutyl Ketone 

Nickel 

4-Nitrophenol 

Phenol 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 

Tetrachloroetbylene 
Tetrahydrofuran 

1.1.1- Trichloroethane 

1.1.2- Trichloroethane 

Trichloroethylene 

Tricblorofluoromethane 

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 

Toluene 

V i n y l Chloride 

Xylenes 

Discharge 
L imi t 

3.82 

0.34 

0.92 

15.7 

0.20 

5.15 

8.80 

5.75 

0.80 

1.54 

5.94 

3.06 

10.0 

1.92 

Comments 

Best Available Technology 
(No Existing Criteria) 

Used SNARL Instead of Human 
Health Criteria 

Used Chronic Instead of 
Human Health 

U6ed Best Available Tech
nology (SNARL Criteria 
Resulted in 155 Kg/Day) 

Used Chronic Criteria 
Instead of Human Health 

Best Available Technology 
(No Established Criteria) 

Used SNARL and Annual 
Average Flow (No Estab
lished Criteria) 

• 8ee Combined Halometbanes 
••In three limited instances, an allocation level of 50% and 100% was 

utilized. This allocation will s t i l l result in protection of aquatic 
organisms and can be verified by the In-Stream Vater Quality Monitoring 
Program. In the event that Southington Well Nos. 4 and 6 are activat
ed, the NPDES Permit address requirements that will have to be under
taken to protect human health. 



TABLE 1 (Contlnaed) 
EFFLUENT DISCHARGE LIMITS 

SOLVENTS RECOVERT 8SBVICE OF KEY ERGLAND 
SOUTFIRGTON, COONECTICUT 

DI8CHAEGE 001 
(LIMIT8 IN EIL0GRAK3/DAT) 

0015544 

Parameter 

1.1- Dlchloroethane 

1.2- Dichloroethane ' 

1.1- Dichloroethylene 

Trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene 

1.2- Dichloropropane 

Cis-l,3-Dichloropropene 

Trans-l,3-Dichloropropene 

2,4-Dimethylphenol 

2,4-Dlnitrotoluene 

1,4-Dioxane 

Ethyl Benzene 

Hexachloroetnane 

Isophorone 

Isopropyl Alcohol 

Iron 

Lead 

Methylene Chloride 

Methyl Ethyl Ketone 

Discharge 
Limit 

4.65 

4.65 , 

0.035 

0.71 

0.95 

1.49 

1.49 

0.13 

1.41 

1.52 

1.96 

3.31 

7.17 

38.4 

9.2 

0.10 

0.48 

38.4 

Comments 

Used Best Available Tech
nology, Chronic Criteria 
Resulted in Discharge of 
34.9 Eg/Day 

Used Chronic Criteria 
Instead of Human Health 

Used 100% River Allocation* 

Used Chronic Criteria 
Instead of Human Health 

50% River Allocation** 

Best Available Technology 
(No Established Criteria) 

Used Detectable Limit 
Instead of Chronic Criteria 

Used SNARLs and Annual 
Average Flow (No Estab
lished Criteria) 

Psed S0%_Blver Allocation** 

MW» 0I9F7 
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Ms. Margaret Leshen, Chief 
Connecticut Superfund Program 
United States Environmental 
Protection Agency 
Region I 
J.F.K. Federal Building 
HEC 6 
Boston, MA 02203 

Re: Solvents Recovery Service of New England, Inc. 
Shallow Well Recovery Svstem 

Dear Ms. Leshen: 

This letter concerns the operability of the shallow well groundwater recov
ery system at the Solvents Recovery Service ô New England (SRSNE) Facility 
in Southington, Connecticut. The operation of the system is a condition of 
the Consent Decree between SRSNE and the EPA, and has been re-emphasized by 
the EPA in the May 4, 1988 meeting and in your letters to SRSNE (dated May 
25, 1988 and June 23, 1988). 

The shallow well system is pumped via manifolded centrifugal pumps, with one 
pump for five wells. Operation of the system has been hampered because of 
pump failures which occurred when the wells and thus the pumps ran dry. 
Imbalances in the system have caused pump failures despite the utilization 
of throttling valves and pump timers. 

The failure rate of the pumps led to an investigation of alternate pumping 
mechanisms. It is proposed that pneumatic pumps (Pulse Pumps manufactured 
by QED Environmental Systems, per attached catalog) be installed as replace
ments. The advantages of these pumps are that they are located in the 
bottom of the wells, and can run dry without damage to the pumps. The pumps 
require the installation of 1.5" well screens to replace the existing 1.25" 
well screens. •* 

We propose, with U.S. EPA permission, to use the pneumatic pumps on a test 
basis in three wells and, i f the pumps perform as expected,to install them 
in the remaining wells i f appropriate. This 1s being proposed as a main
tenance item to improve the operability of the system and ensure compliance 
with the conditions of the Consent Decree. 

0015546 
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We would appreciate your response within two weeks in order to allow SRSNE 
to place orders and hopefully complete the job before winter. If you have 
any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

KEW:cgk 
Attachment 

Keith E. Warner, 
Project Manager 

P.E. 

cc: J. Anderson 
D. Kiefer 

YWC. INC • 2'JO Monro.' V.o;-r».« C. .' :. 2?-' J4:»". 



To solve challenging groundwater cleanup and leachate 
pumping problems, you need a pumping system that is 
rugged enough to handle difficult underground tank leaks 
and site cleanups. And because quick action is imperative, 
you need equipment that is delivered fast so you can get to 
work right away. 

The Pulse Pump System™ from QED Environmental 
Systems, Inc., provides continuous all-pneumatic pumping 
of corrosive and hazardous liquids from wells and risers as 
small as 2 Inches ln diameter. Its simple modular 
design and range of construction materials let you 
customize the system with off-the-shelf components. And 
the pneumatic design makes the system safe for use with 
potentially explosive liquids. 

The simplicity, ruggedness and availability of the Pulse 
Pump make it the economical answer to groundwater 
cleanup challenges. 

S impl ic i ty . The Pulse Pump system is easy to install. 
One person can set it up in minutes with snap-together 
tubing fittings and easy to follow directions. The simple 
non-clcctric design means that maintenance is minimal 
and easy. 

R u^ednCSS. Pulse Pump components are available 
HI a ranyo of materials to deal with different ty|>c.s of 
hazardous liquids. Straightforward design and tough 
vuiisiniL'tion mean few repairs. 

.W^IM 1989 OCT C*. •» S,V-
j n 9 4 188 

A v a i l a b i l i t y . Because the Pulse Pump System is made up 
of regularly stocked components, you can select the parts you 
need and have them delivered quickly, usually in about a week. 

Economy. Modular design keeps initial costs low, and makes 
replacement of parts or tubing simple. Simplicity and 
ruggedness mean you save on maintenance. Availability lets 
you deal with your cleanup problem quickly, before it gets out 
of control. And for added convenience, pumps are available 
to fi t wells as small as 2 Inches In diameter, so you 
can begin cleanup quickly, using existing monitoring wells. 

Simplicity. Ruggedness. Availability. Economy. 
These key benefits make the Pulse Pump System the first 
choice for value. 

Pump air supply txn* 

Liquid 
Dndurgo tub* 

- <xYott Uv* 
control tub* 

Exhaust vatv*— 

Mi 

Basic puwpmg 
system diac'im 

QED Environmental 
Systems, Inc. 
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Designing your system 
You create your customized Pulse Pump System by select
ing the pump and controller most suited to your needs. Well 
caps, tubing packages, exhaust valves and remote well opera
tors arc ordered to match the pump and controller models 
you choose. 

Pumps 
Pumps arc available to fit wells down to 1.5" in diameter, 
and come in a range of materials including PVC, brass and 
Teflon*. These pumps are tough enough to pump solids, 
and can pump dry without damage. 

Liquid flow rates from the pump range from 0.25 to 6.0 
gallons per minute, depending on model, submergence 
and configuration. Flow curves are available in the 
application guide. 

The pumps operate on the all-pneumatic gas displacement 
principle, which means they are intrinsically safe for 
pumping in explosive conditions. And all pumps can pump 
against 230 feel of Total Dynamic Head (TDH). 

Intake screens are available for each pump model, to allow 
the pump to sit on the bottom of the well A floating layer 
inlet attachment is available for most models to convert the 
pump for collection of thin floating layers in the well. 

Controllers 

Three controller models are available. A basic model 
provides continuous pumping; another features on/off level 
control, and a third has both on/off level control and a 
convenient liquid level gauge mounted on the outside of the 
controller case. An optional mounting bracket allows easy 
mounting to a vertical pipe or well casing. 

With the on/off level control option, liquid level is detected 
by a bubbler tube placed at the desired liquid level in the 
well, so the pump operates only when it is needed. 

Controllers feature all-pneumatic design for safe operation. 
They are housed in weatherproof boxes, and arc reliable 
.;:td easy to service. Pump refill and discharge cycles 

'!', '.,"•. :s - 'tf.ucreJ trademark of the E.I. DuPont Corporation. 

and operating pressures arc adjustable, so you can easily 
achieve the most efficient performance from your pump. 

The controller requires 3.0 SCFM at 100 psi dry air supply 
for maximum pump performance. 

Remote Well Operator 
To save you money, remote well operating devices allow a 
single controller to operate more than one pump in different 
wells. Remote well operators and exhaust valves are 
installed at each well, and an additional exhaust valve is 
installed onto the controller. 

Well Caps 
Caps are available standard to fit well casings 2" and larger, 
and to provide terminal fittings for both operating air, liquid 
discharge and optional on/off level control tubing. Custom 
caps can be designed to meet special needs. Caps for 
systems with two pumps in one well are also available. 
Pump position can be changed easily by adjusting the 
tubing through the cap. 

Tubing 
Tubing packages are available to match each pump model. 
Tubing comes in polyethylene. Teflon and UV-protected 
nylon in the appropriate sizes for each pump model. 

Tubing can also be purchased separately in all materials and 
sizes to complete cubing runs. Various tubing fittings 
(Tees, Ells, Couplers, etc.) with easy-to-install connecters, 
are available to attach to your surface discharge and air 
supply plumbing systems. 

Exhaust Valves 
Quick exhaust valves, positioned above the well cap with 
2" pump models, and on the air line beneath the well cap 
with 4" pump models, vent compressed air during the pump 
refill cycle. One is required for each pump in a system. 
Variations are available for different well and system 
configurations. 

Call 1-800-624-2026 now to speak with our 
applications engineers about your recovery 
pumping needs and to receive our detailed Pulse 
Pump Application Guide. 
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PUlSO PUmp™ Pneumatic Pumping System 

Applies Hons: Modular design makes Pulse Pump the ideal choice ; 
for many kinds of contaminated groundwater pumping. Different 
configurations of the system can be used for everything from Ieachate 
pumping to gasoline recovery, and from dewatering methane venting wells 
to pumping groundwater contaminated with chlorinated solvents. Because 
all components are stocked at QED, you get off-the-shelf fast delivery and 
competitively low prices. Contact QED applications engineers at 1-800-624-
2026 for assistance in selecting the components you need. The following 
diagrams illustrate some of the of the ways to use the Pulse 
Pump Pneumatic Pumping System. 

Contaminated Liquid Pumping: 

Pulse Pump is shown partially submerged in a column of 
contaminated liquid. An optional bubbler tube and on/off level 
control are to the left of the pump. On/off level control is usefu 
in risers that recover more slowly than the pump's flow rate. It 
insures that the pump operates only when liquid is available to 
pump. 

Since all liquid contacting parts can be constructed of a variety 
of plastics and/or metals, Pulse Pump can be used with a wide 
range of corrosive and/or organically aggressive liquids. 

Thick Floating Layer Pumping: 

Pulse Pump is shown here partially submerged in a floating 
layer. Pulse Pump can pump liquid down to within 4 inches 
of the pump bottom, allowing recovery of floating layers 
thicker than 6 inches. A bubbler tube and on/off level control 
are available if the floating layer recovers more slowly than 
the pump's flow rate. 

Since Pulse Pump operates pneumatically, it is safe for 
explosive liquid pumping. 

continued other side 

Environmental 
t Z \ J Systems, Inc. 

P.O. Box 3726, Ann Arbor. Ml 48106 
800/624-2026 In Michigan. 313/995-2547 
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Pulse Pump™ Pneumatic Pumping System 

Thin Floating Layer Recovery: 

An optional thin layer recovery inlet is available for Pulse 
Pump. This attachment allows Pulse Pump to recover 
thin floating layers by moving the effective pump inlet from 
the bottom of the pump to the very top. The floating layer 
flows over the top edge of the inlet and fills Pulse Pump. 
By adjusting the number of pump cycles and the pumping 
duration, an economical and reliable floating layer recovery 
system can be configured. 

- Pulse Pump 

Thin floating 
layer 

• Thin layer 
inlet 

Floating Layer Recovery with Drawdown Pump: 

Pulse Pump, teamed with an electric submersible draw
down pump, will recover a floating layer from a high 
recovery well. Pulse Pump is moved up or down in 
the recovery well as needed to maximize recovery 
effectiveness. 

Pulse Pump operates pneumatically, making it ideal 
for the recovery of explosive liquids. 

Pulse Pump with 
thin layer inlet 

Drawdown pump 

Sinking Layer Pumping: 

To pump a sinking layer, Pulse Pump fills from the 
bottom through a 2 inch screen, so that the sinking liquids 
fill the pump. The wide selection of materials available 
for the liquid contacting parts allows Pulse Pump to 
be used with most types of sinking layer organics. 

•.•tf 

111 
I t ! 
i 

Water 

Sinking 
layer 

f \ P Environmental 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION I 0015552 

\ t c < f J.F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 0220 

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

November 7, 1989 

James Hulm, Vice President 
Solvents Recovery Services of 
New England, Inc. 
P.O. Box 3 62 Lazy Lane 
Southington, CT 06489 

Dear Mr. Hulm: 

EPA has completed i t s review of SRSNE's proposal to modify the 
on-site groundwater recovery system on a t e s t basis as outlined 
i n the October 17, 1988 l e t t e r from YWC, the June 22, 1989 l e t t e r 
from TRC, and the September 12, 1989 l e t t e r from SRSNE, as 
q u a l i f i e d by the s t i p u l a t i o n s i n the December 9, 1988 l e t t e r t o 
SRSNE from EPA. By submitting t h i s proposal, SRSNE has signalled 
i t s recognition t h a t .the on-site system i s not i n compliance with 
the Consent Decree entered between EPA and SRSNE i n February of 
1983. However, EPA has concluded that the proposal as w r i t t e n 
f a i l s to provide f o r changes which would be necessary t o bring 
the system i n t o compliance with the Consent Decree. I n order to 
prepare such a proposal, SRSNE must act i n accordance with 
paragraph 8(G) of th a t Decree, which requires t h a t : 

"In the event the cone of influence maintained by the 
operation of the groundwater recovery system cannot meet the 
projected influence of the system approved by EPA pursuant 
to paragraph 8(B) hereof, due to design or construction 
deficiencies, SRSNE s h a l l promptly submit t o EPA for 
approval such modified engineering design s p e c i f i c a t i o n s as 
shal l be necessary to meet the projected influence 1." 

Since only three wells are involved i n the proposal submitted by 
TRC on SRSNE's behalf, the implementation of the proposal could 
not possibly achieve the projected influence of the system 
approved by EPA pursuant to the Consent Decree. Moreover, SRSNE 
has f a i l e d to give any ind i c a t i o n of whether the proposal i s part 
of an overall plan to eventually a t t a i n the projected influence 
and, i f so, how i t relates to that o v e r a l l plan. 

As specified by EPA s t a f f to Mr. Bartley i n a telephone 
conversation on September 7, 1989, SRSNE must submit a 
technically complete and clear proposal i n order to comply with 
the Consent Decree. This proposal should d e t a i l the 
modifications t o the system and, at a minimum, include the 
following: 

1 The terms "cone of influence" and "influence" are defined 
i n paragraph 8.B (p. 3) of the Consent Decree. 

EXHIBIT \°[ 
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1) a schedule f o r f i e l d a c t i v i t i e s t o be undertaken; 

2) a summary of a l l c u r r e n t l y known information about the 
lo c a l hydrogeology and a description of the hydrogeological 
information to be obtained; 

3) locations, methods and materials r e l a t i n g t o wel l 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s ; 

4) pump design plans; 

5) complete descriptions and raw data r e l a t i n g t o aquifer 
t e s t s , including pumping rates and cones of influence; 

6) hydraulic v e r i f i c a t i o n through the i n s t a l l a t i o n of an 
adequate array of piezometers (e.g. one cl u s t e r near each 
pumping w e l l and one clu s t e r between each p a i r of pumping 
wells) t o measure i n three dimensions the hydraulic gradient 
established t o prevent the o f f - s i t e migration of subsurface 
contaminants; 

7) c l a r i f i c a t i o n of a l l terms used i n the proposal; 

8) provisions f o r d a i l y readings of pump c o n t r o l l e r s w i t h 
weekly measurements from the wells themselves; and 

9) v e r i f i c a t i o n of groundwater q u a l i t y improvements through 
monitoring. 

EPA w i l l not prevent SRSNE from conducting t e s t s of the on-site 
system t h a t could c o n s t i t u t e the f i r s t phase of a proposal which 
complies with paragraph 8(G) of the Consent Decree. However, 
SRSNE must be aware t h a t the proposed work, because i t i s not 
part of modified engineering designs and spec i f i c a t i o n s approved 
by EPA i n accordance with paragraph 8(G) of the Consent Decree, 
w i l l r e s u l t i n SRSNE remaining out of compliance with paragraph 8 
of the Consent Decree. EPA therefore recommends t h a t SRSNE 
incorporate i t s current proposal i n t o a comprehensive plan f o r 
achieving and v e r i f y i n g a cone of influence i n accordance with 
the Consent Decree, using the nine above-listed conditions and 
the information i n EPA's December 9, 1988 l e t t e r t o SRSNE. 2 

.p. 

I f a plan f o r o v e r a l l modification provides f o r enlarging 
ex i s t i n g boreholes and t e s t i n g part of the system at the onset, 
such plan should include which wells w i l l be enlarged. 



3 0015554 

As you know, i n a d d i t i o n t o the Consent Decree v i o l a t i o n s 
discussed above, SRSNE i s c u r r e n t l y more than two years 
delinquent w i t h regard t o the r e p o r t i n g requirements s t a t e d i n 
paragraph 8(E) o f the Consent Decree. Under t h i s paragraph, 
SRSNE should be s u b m i t t i n g h y d r a u l i c performance r e p o r t s on a 
q u a r t e r l y b a s i s . The l a s t h y d r a u l i c performance r e p o r t received 
by EPA i s dated October 23, 1987. I t should be noted t h a t t h e 
h y d r a u l i c performance r e p o r t s received by EPA were almost a l l 
submitted l a t e , f a i l e d t o r e p o r t measurements from a l l eighteen 
approved h y d r a u l i c v e r i f i c a t i o n w e l l s , and f a i l e d t o in c l u d e 
updated groundwater contour maps, a l l o f which are r e q u i r e d by 
the Consent Decree and/or the o n - s i t e engineering r e p o r t approved 
pursuant t o the Consent Decree. 

As s t a t e d i n the Consent Decree, the h y d r a u l i c performance 
r e p o r t s should describe ( w i t h the use o f groundwater contour 
maps) how the o n - s i t e groundwater recovery system i s p r e v e n t i n g 
the o f f - s i t e m i g r a t i o n of subsurface contaminants and extending 
i t s i n f l u e n c e t o the maximum p r a c t i c a b l e e x t e n t t o o f f - s i t e 
contamination. I n a d d i t i o n t o the above, EPA and DEP expect t h a t 
forthcoming h y d r a u l i c performance r e p o r t s w i l l be submitted on a 
t i m e l y basis and w i l l i n c l u d e data from a l l of the approved 
w e l l s . 

I f you have any questions regarding the i n f o r m a t i o n contained i n 
t h i s l e t t e r , please contact Matthew Hoagland o f my s t a f f a t 
(617) 573-9666. 

Sin c e r e l y , 

cc: Matthew Hoagland, EPA 
John Podgurski, EPA 
Donna K i e f e r , EPA, O f f i c e of Regional Counsel 
Margaret Leshen, Chief, CT Superfund Section 
John Anderson, Deputy Commissioner, DEP 



STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
Department of Environmental Protection 

165 Capitol Avenue - Hartford, Conn. 06106 
Bureau of Water Management 

Mr. James R. Hulr". 
Vice President 
Solvents Recovery Systems 
P.O. Box 362 
Southington, CT 06489 
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SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE 

OF NEW ENGLAND, INC. 
P.O. BOX 362 

SOUTHINGTON, CONN. 06489 

TELEPHONE: (203) 621-8383 

TELECOPIER: (203) 621-0810 

CERTIFIED MAIL — RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

November 22, 1989 

Margaret Leshen, Chief 
Connecticut Superfund Section 
United States Environmental Protection 

Agency-
Region I 
J. F. Kennedy Federal Building 
Boston, MA 02203-2211 

RE: SRSNE On-Site Groundwater System 

Dear Ms. Leshen: 

We have received on November 20, 1989 your l e t t e r 
dated November 7, 1989 concerning SRSNE's proposed t e s t i n g 
of modified pumps i n three wells i n the on-site groundwater 
recovery system. This t e s t was proposed because previous 
pump motors i n these wells would burn out when the wells 
were pumped dry. SRSNE has previously admitted t h a t the 
motors were not supposed t o burn out, t h a t new pumps were 
needed, and t h a t t h i s t e s t i n g would determine whether the 
new pumps would permit the system to function as designed. 

In l i g h t of your comment on Page 2 of the l e t t e r that 
EPA w i l l not prevent SRSNE from conducting t e s t s of the 

on-site system t h a t could c o n s t i t u t e the f i r s t phase of a 
proposal which complies with Paragraph 8 (G) of the consent 
decree." SRSNE intends t o go forward w i t h the t e s t 
s t a r t i n g next week. SRSNE understands"that t h i s t e s t i n g 
may not cons t i t u t e a complete approach f o r making sure t h a t 
r? S4. °"7 s l t e system performs as designed, but SRSNE believes 
th a t t h i s t e s t i n g i s a necessary f i r s t step to determine 
exactly what f u r t h e r measures should be taken. 

-£>CWl& IT 2.0 
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Margaret Leshen, Chief 
November 22, 1989 
Page 2 

SRSNE's consultants w i l l be undertaking an analysis of 
what t o include i n the more complete proposal concurrently 
with conducting the t e s t s as previously described i n 
SRSNE's e a r l i e r correspondence. Of course, our consultants 
w i l l also advise USEPA when the actual t e s t i n g w i l l take 
place. 

CHB/els 

cc: C e r t i f i e d Mail/RRR 

Matthew Hoagland, EPA 
John Podgurski, EPA 
Donna Kiefe r , EPA, Of f i c e of Regional Counsel 
John Anderson, Deputy Commissioner, DEP 

bcc: _ James Stewart, Esq. 
Mark Sussman, Esq. 
Russell Bartley / 
James R. Hulmi.-' 
Kenneth W. Knight 

Sincerely, 

Carleton H. B o l l 
President 
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SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE 

0015561 

SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND. INC. 

GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION COSTS — 1983 - August 1990 

1. Settlement Costs 
Southington Board of Water Commissioners $ 69,778 
Connecticut Fund for the Environment 10,000 

2. Payments to YWC for Groundwater 
Remediation A c t i v i t i e s : 1983 107,573 

1984 77,119 
1985 69,000 (1) 
1986 70,428 
1987 33,429 
1988 23,537 

3. Cost of On-Site System (S. B. Church) 136,840 

4. Cost of Off-Site System (Innes Construction) 215,851 

5. Estimate Start Up Cost - On-Site 50,200 

6. Additional Monitoring Wells 
C. Welti & Supervision (3) 4,972 
Associated Boring & Supervision (3) 2,956 

7. Q.E.D. Pumps 6,381 

8. TRC - 1989/1990 52,930 (2) 

9. S. B. Church - 1989/1990 19,580 

TOTAL $950,574 

NOTES: (1) Estimated at 50% of b i l l i n g . 
(2) Includes estimate at 50% of b i l l i n g , May 1990. 
(3) Telcone K. Warner, August 24, 1990 


